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EDITORIAL 


...cant take criticism 


Some of our readers seem under the 
impression that the editor and writers 
of E. F. cannot take criticism, that we 
feel "'offended'' whenever someone 
disagrees with us. If we have left that 
impression we want tocorrect it. It 
isn't so. Editors do not expect to 
escape criticism, and especially those 
who edit magazines that dares to be 
different. We expect it. We are pre- 
pared for it; and some of it we even 
appreciate. The editor who is disposed 
otherwise will find the going rough and 
he should be doing something else. 
Occasionally I receive letters from 
critics which I consider to be very 
helpful—first and foremost because 
they were written in the right spirit 
and were intended to be helpful. These 
I read very carefully. I consider let- 
ters valuable when my critic seems 
more intent upon proving a point of 
difference than he is on sending me 
to hell because of the difference! 
Conversely, some letters are from 
critics who seem to have no other 
purpose than to let off steam-which I 
suppose is good for the critic, even 
though they lack persuaSive power. 


But the part Ican't appreciate is when 
some editor or writer ''writes me up" 
{or some other brother) and punctuates 
his sentences with ‘false teacher", 
"liberal", “heretic'', and all the other 
goodies that go along with this type of 
writing, and all because I may have 
trampled on some of our favored 
church traditions. There is nothing 
in the Editor's Manual that says that 
"appreciation" for this sort of thing 
is one of the prerequisites for being 
an editor, even though it may say we 
have to endure it. Evidently our lack 
of appreciation has shown up in some 
of our replies to such write-ups and 
has left the impression that we are 


offended because someone disagreed, 
It is not the fact that someone dis- 
agreed, but the unChristian manner 
in which it was presented. I don't 
consider it amiss if in our reply we 
point out the author's unethical prac-~ 
tice, his sectarianism, partyism, and 
his lack of tolerance and brotherly 
love...it’s possible he may not know. 


Those who will write up a brother and 
pepper the essay with those less than 
complementary adjectives defeats the 
very purpose of the write-up, assum- 
ing there is a valid purpose behind it 
all; for, even if their point is valid 
they are not likely to persuade the 
Opponent by reflecting upon his sanity 
for "holding such a position."' Telling 
him first that he isacad andabounder 
and bound for hell is not the way to 
"win friends and influence people"... 
and we in the church have been long 
in learning this lesson. Dissent and 
criticism can be spiritually healthy 
when the appeal is based upon reason, 
logic, and scripture, and conducted 
in love and for the right purpose. 
Otherwise, we merely further the 
cause of sectarianism and it drives us 
further apart. | 








A NEW SERIES 


The article on page 3 begins a series 
of copyrighted articles from the Dec. 
1975 issue of Present Truth magazine. 
Present Truth (from Peter's ''...and 
be established in the present truth", 2 
Pet. 1:12) is a ''Movement" which, ac- 
cording to its magazine cover, is 
"Dedicated to the restoration of New 
Testament Christianity in this gener- 
ation,'' and is based upon the Reform- 
ation principle of ''Justification by 
Faith.'' We commend them highly for 
their excellent scholarship. = 





Justification by Faith 
And The Clarity Of The Bible 


Robert D. Brinsmeod 


Parts | & 2 


Reprinted by permission. Present Truth, PO Box 1311 


Fallbrook California 92028, USA, 


PART 1: JUSTIFICATION 
the Key to Biblical Clarity 


Is the Bible clear and easy to 
understand? Has the proliferation of 
divisions within the Protestant move- 
ment proved that the Reformers were 
too optimistic in affirming the clarity 
of the Bible? If it is clear, why are 
so many professed Christians so in- 
credibly ignorant of the Bible? 


When the Reformers contended that 
the Bible is clear and easy to under- 
stand, they did not mean that it is 
comprehensively clear. Obviously, 
there are difficulties and mysteries 
about certain parts of the Bible that 
may never become clear in this life. 
Neither did the Reformers close their 
eyes to the fact that men of scholar~ 
ship and mental acumen had failed to 
understand the Bible. But what they 
did mean was that the Bible is essen— 
tially clear when seen in the light of the 
great Reformation doctrine of justifi- 
cation by faith. 


The formal principle of the Refor- 
mation {the Bible alone) and the 
material principle of the Reformation 
(justification by faith in Christ alone) 
stand together. If one is lost, so is the 
other. Said Luther: 


If the article of justification is 
lost, all Christian doctrine is lost 
at the same time...it alone makes 
a person a theologian... For with 
it comes the Holy Spirit, who 
enlightens the heart by it and 
keeps it in the truecertain under~ 


standing so that it is able pre- 
cisely and plainly to distinguish 
and judge all other articles of 
faith, and forcefully to sustain 
them. —What Luther Says, ed. E. 
Plass (St. Louis: Concordia, 1959), 
Vol. 2, pp. 702-714, 715-718. 


If these statements by Luther are 
correct—and we believe they are—this 
means that there is one great reason 
why the Bible is not clear in today's 
church. We have lost sight of the truth 
of justification by faith! Let this cen- 
tral biblical message be restored to 
its right place, and the Bible will be- 
come essentially clear. 


PART 2: JUSTIFICATION 
illuminates All Other Truths 


The Bible is the recordof the saving 
action of a holy and gracious God. His 
righteousness is not presented as an 
abstract quality, but as something 
which is revealed in concrete, histor- 
ical events. God moves into the tragic 
human situation, and His righteousness 
becomes a dynamic reality. He de- 
livers a handful of believers from the 
flood, Lot from the flames of Sodom, 
Israel from the bondage of Egypt, 
Hezekiah from the threats of Sennach- 
arib, the Jews from their captivity in 
Babylon, and the Psalmist from the 
plots of his enemies. And all these 
Old Testament deliverances point 
forward to that culminating act of 
righteousness when God Himself 
comes to this earth in the flesh and 
blood reality of Jesus Christ. In Jesus 
Christ we see that He is the God who 





is with us 


in bodily infirmities, 
poverty, suffering, loneliness and 
death. In Jesus Christ He is also seen 
as the God who is for us in the face of 
everything that is against us. He 
therefore, because of love, must 
leave all, give all, and suffer all. 
Neither does He fail nor is He dis- 
couraged until He visits and redeems 
His people inHis glorious redemptive 
act. 


This saving action of God which was 
carried out in Jesus Christ is what 
the Bible calls "the righteousness of 
vod." Rom. 1:17. It is efficacious for 
all who believe. That is what the 
entire Bible is about. When the Bible 
is read and understood in this frame- 
work, its message is as clear as the 
noonday. But if the theme of Christ 
and justification by faith in Him slips 
out of sight or is even moved from 
the center, the Bible is no tonger 
Clear. It becomes pulled about as if 
it were a fantastic ''dispensational'' 
jigsaw puzzle, mutilated into a manual 
of self-improvement, wrested to sanc- 
tion any number of bizzare religious 
experiences, or exploited by those 
who imagine that they have God's in- 
formation about forthcoming eventsin 
international politics. 


Even doctrines which are true in 
themselves lose their vitality and 
color when they are abstracted from 
the biblical framework. The Bible is 
like a living organism with a living, 
pulsating heart. When doctrines are 
separated from that heart, they be- 
come artificial, sterile and lifeless. 
They will often assume an altogether 
different color than the biblical one. 


In the first tract written to the 
English people on behalf of the Re- 
formation, John Bugenhagen declared, 
"We have only one doctrine: Christis 
our righteousness.” — Quoted in J.P. 
Mozley, William Tyndale, p. 54. That 
epitomized the spirit of the Reforma- 
tion—the spirit which was to a great 
extent lost in the age of Protestant 





scholasticism which followed. The 
“only one doctrine" emphasis of the 
Reformers did not mean that they 
ignored other essential doctrines. 
But they saw the truth of justification 
by faith in Christ as embracing every 
other doctrine. It is not good enough 
to relegate the article of justification 
by grace, for Christ's sake, through 
faith to merely one article of funda- 
mental belief among about’ twenty 
Others. It must become the great 
center, the strategic vantage point 
from whichwe view all other doctrines. 
For the doctrine of justification by 
faith, rightly considered, presupposes 
or implies every other biblical doc- 
trine. It makes the other doctrines 
Clear and invest them with influence 
and importance as they are seen in 
retation to this living heart of biblical 
revelation. For example: 


The Trinity 


The Bible does not present us with 
a list of abstract doctrines to be be- 
lieved. Men and their institutions do 
that sort of thing, but not the Word of 
the living God. {t is like a living or- 
ganism which loses its life when 
disected. 


Too often we present the doctrine of 
the Trinity as a dry theological ab- 
straction. The Bible does not do that. 
Where in the Bible can be found the 
doctrine of the Trinity spelled out as 
an isolated doctrine? It is not done. 
But the central biblical message about 
justification by grace, for Christ's 
sake, through faith makes the truth of 
the Trinity to shine with saving reality 
(see Rom. 3:24-26). 

"... being justified freely by grace..." 
Here we are brought to eontemplate 
the source of salvation in the heart of 
God the holy Father. 

"...through the redemption that is 
in Christ Jesus. ..His blood...’ This 
points us to the ground of our accept- 
ance in the doing and a@ying of God the 
holy Son''... through faith...'' Since 
the Bible everywhere testifies that we 


cannot of ourselves come to God or 
believe in Jesus Christ, this points us 
to the way in which salvation is applied 
to our hearts by the work of God the 
Holy Spirit. 


Instead of preaching on the doctrine 
of the Trinity in an abstract way, how 
much better to present the matter in 
the real biblical framework of God's 
Saving action! ‘'For God so loved the 
world (the efficient cause of our ob- 
taining eternal life is the mercy of 
the heavenly Father), that He gave 
his only begotten Son (the material 
cause is Christ, with His obedience, 
through which He acquired righteous-~ 
ness for us), that whosoever believeth 
on Him (the instrumental cause is 
faith, which comes by the Spirit's 
illumination of the gospel message) 
should not perish, but have everlasting 
life. John 3:16. ! 


Creation, Law, and Human Depravity 


When Paul spells out the great 
message of justification by faith in the 
book of Romans, how naturally he 
takes up the doctrines of creation, the 
law's inexorable demand for right- 
eousness, and the radical sinfulness 
of all men. 


Redemption implies creation anda 
Redeemer who is also the Creator. 
The messenger who proclaims the 
everlasting gospel points to'’Him that 
made heaven, and earth, and the sea, 
and the fountains of waters” (Rev. 14: 
6,7). Christianity is a historical re- 
ligion. It not only stands or falls on 
the historical reality of Jesus Christ, 
who is called "'the last Adam," but on 
the historical reality of the first 
Adam in Paradise. 


The doctrine of justification by faith 
implies the inexorable nature of God's 
moral law. Justificationis a term of 
law. It means "Setting one right be~ 





fore the law."'—A. H. Strong, System- 
atic Theology, p. 856. As the right- 
eous Creator, God insists that the 
demands of His law be fully met. The 
final judgment will proceed according- 
ly (Rom. 2:12-16). 


When God sent his Son into this 
world, it was not to get around the 
law. Much less was it to modify or 
relax the law's demand for perfect 
righteousness. He sent His Son to 
provide for us what the law demanded 
in precept and penalty. The first thing 
that Paul teaches in the doctrine of 
justification is that the divine law is 
not set aside by his doctrine of faith. 
Law is established and vindicated 
(Rom. 3:31}. The fact that God could 
not Spare His own Son but shed His 
blood to meet the just requirement of 
the law proves that God will not, can- 
not change His law one hair's breadth 
even to save a universe of sinners. 
Grace does not save anybody in a way 
that would jeopardize the moral order 
of the universe. The cross with its 
bleeding Victim makes it dramatically 
clear that the moral law cannot be 
defied with impunity. We live ina 
universe where all debts must be paid. 
Calvary was not only God's act of 
mercy, but an act of highest respect 
for His own law. If ethics are taught 
in any other context, they are not 
Christian ethics. 


The message of grace alone, Christ 
alone and faith alone presupposes 
man's utter lostness. The alone 
underlines the fact that the fallen sin- 
ner can make no contribution to his 
salvation. The infinite price of re- 
demption, even the blood of the Lord 
of glory, makes it clear that every 
human work is valueless to procure 
salvation. Grace alone means to be 
acceptedin spite of being unacceptable. 
Christ alone means that we have ab- 
solutely ne righteousness before God 
but Jesus Christ. Faith alone means 
that we confess that the only thing 
about us which is good is that God has 


1 This brief exposition of John 3:16 is found in John Calvin's ‘Institutes 
of the Christian Religion", Bk. 3, chap. 14, secs. 17,21. 
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pronounced us good out of the sheer 
mercy and for the sake of Jesus Christ. 


The Bible does not present ain ab- 
stract theory of human sinfulness. 
Just as a tree is known by its fruit, 
so the depth of human sin can only be 
known by its consequences. Sin cost 
Adam and Eve their home in Paradise 
and a son torn from them by the 
murderer's hand. It cost the Jews 
their beloved city and their children 
who were carried away by rapacious 
armies. But even that could but dimly 
portray the cost of sin. It cost Goda 
sacrifice so infinite that it contained 
all the accumulated treasure of etern- 
ity. He must give the Son of His love 
over to the murderer's hand—and the 
murderer in this case was man for 
whom He gives all to redeem. Sin is 
the crime of Calvary, and only God's 
act on Calvary could wipe it out. This 
is the only context—the biblical con- 
text—in which to deal with the doctrine 
of human depravity. 


Election 


The doctrine of election should not 
be presented as a philosophical or 
speculative concept that inevitably 
burdens the church with intolerable 
pastoral problems. When abstracted 
from the biblical framework, it has 
appeared before people as if the doc- 
trine of predestination were a hard- 
fisted, arbitrary determinism that 
drives men from God rather than 
draws them tohim. John Wesley was 
provoked to lash out against this ina 
torrent of eloquent fury. In such re- 
actions, of cmirse, we are prone to 
throw out both the baby and the bath 
water. 


The Bible gives election its proper 
framework when it presents it as 
election “in Christ" (Eph. 1:4). Salva- 
tion is wholly due to God's initiative 
in Jesus Christ. He sought, chose and 
found us. We did not seek, choose, 
and find Him. Our salvation is ground- 


ed in His prior decision to save hu- 
manity in the Person of Jesus Christ. 

Therefore the ‘full assurance of faith" 
does not rest on the slender thread of 
our own fickle decisions. Our faith 
can never be a contribution or cause 
of our election, since God elected this 
Man Jesus Christ on our behalf long 
before we came to faith. Qvr faith 

can only be an echo of “the faith of 
God."" Rom. 3:3. He staked His all on 
Jesus Christ from all eternity. 


The Divine-Human Christ 


The Chalcedonian formula of the 
hypostatic union of Christ's two na- 
tures is a brilliant piece of doctrinal 
orthodoxy. But it will not hit a sinner 
in the center of his being unless it is 
presented in the biblical framework of 
God's saving action in Jesus Christ. 


This writer well remembers the 
occasion when a certain gentleman 
wanted to argue for an Arian Christ. 
He was asked to leave his questions 
aside until be bad listened to a pre- 
sentation on the atonement. As he was 
confronted with the infinite gulf of sin 
and the work required to reconcile us 
to God, he saw that only a divine 
Person could accomplish such a work. 
This was no longer a doctrinal ab- 
straction for the man to argue about. 
It was something which involved God 
and him on the deepest personal level. 


Since it was from man that justice 
required perfectrighteousness, Christ 
must become Man as man was meant 
to be. That righteousness which faith 
can accept as valid before God must 
be a flesh and blood reality. "For 
since by man came death, by Man 
came also the resurrection of the 
dead." I Cor. 15:21. We are not saved 
by a set of doctrinal abstractions, but 
by an actual Life in Palestine and a 
gruesome execution under the reign of 
Pontius Pilate. It is as down to earth 
as that! 

(turn to page 19) 


W. Carl 
Ketcherside 





Reuel Lemmons is my brother in 
Christ. He is editor of Firm Founda- 
tion, a journal from which my articles 
are debarred. This does not keep me 
from reading avidly the literary con- 
tributions of those whoare acceptable. 
Among the articles none are more 
trenchant than the articles of Brother 
Lemmons. His pertinent pen has made 
the paper an articulate medium for 
the restoration movement establish- 
ment which developed out of the earn- 
est efforts of Thomas and Alexander 
Campbell and Barton Warren Stone 
who iaunched it while still enveloped 
in the garments of their Presbyterian 
childhood. 


In a poignant, and almost impassioned 
editorial in the February issue.of his 
paper, our brother writes of the 
dream of the pioneers. He declares 
that, "It had a passion for freedom— 
freedom from religious overlords and 
the shackles of creeds.'’ Then he 
admits that, "The dream is now 
shattered. We have awakened to find 
the fallout poisonous. A dream to end 
all divisionhas ended in moredivision. 
A dream to reject all creeds but 
Christ resulted in scores of private 
creeds, each with its handfulof ‘loyal 
brethren'." 


Brother Lemmons is much more adept 
at seeing the problem thanin providing 
the answer. This is because he is still 
part of the problem. He can describe 
the knot but cannot undo the snarl. I 
would like to make a few suggestions 
here I would prefer to make in the 
pages of the Firm Foundation. I can 
make them here because the editor is 
not afraid to provide his readers with 
viewpoints which challenge the whole 


THE 
SHAT TERED 
DREAM 


mess whichhas fermented into’’Church 
of Christism.'"’ This is what Brother 
Lemmons means by ''scores of private 
creeds,'' a term much more pleasing 
to the ears of the establishment be- 
cause all can disclaim guilt while 
pointing the finger at others. 


t. Let us renounce the frightful 
error into which we tumbled when we 
began to equate a movement begun by 
thoughtful pioneers with the church of 
the living God purchased by the blood 
of His Son. The restoration movement 
is no more "'the Lord's church” than a 
prescription given me by physicians 
to correct my ills is my body. The 
body of Christ is composed of every 
saved person on this earth. Every 
person baptized under the impact of 
the One Spirit has been baptized into 
the body. To our shame and disgrace 
the baptized believers are fractured, 
fragmented and factionalized. 


In this condition they are notal! behind 
any one signboard regardless of what 
denomination or title appears upon it. 
Let us as "a prelude to the future” 
begin by recognizing our brothers and 
sisters wherever they are upon the 
earth. We are one with every child of 
God. Let us cease to think about unit- 
ing sects, churches, parties, and 
positions, and begin to think about 
uniting Christians! That was the dream 
of the pioneers and I can prove it by 
the pioneers themselves. 


2. Let us candidly admit that we 
were in error when we allowed the 
position we hold upon the use of 
instrumental music to be made atest 
of fellowship. It is not wrong for us 
to hold the opinion that instrumental 

(turn to page 19) 


TEXTUS RECEPTUS AND THE KJV 


KEITH SMOTHERS 


Pine Apple, Alabama 


We've recently read another one of 
those articles that sing praises for 
the King James Bible to the high 
heavens and more or less implies that 
the truly sound Bible student wouid 
never use any other version; least 
wise no translation that could rightly 
be called a modern version. The 
author was especially piqued at the 
translators of the New International 
Version for employing an "electic"' 
Greek text in their work. ''Their first 
concern," according to their own test- 
imony, "was the accuracy of the 
translation and its fidelity to the 
thought of the New Testament writers." 
But this was impossible, says our 
brother, due to that "electic'’ text. 
His reasoning seems to be that less 
sectarian bias would have resulted 
had they used only Nestle's or Tis- 
chendorf's or perhaps Westcott and 
Hort's Greek text throughout. Superb 
as any of these texts are, we fail to 
see how using but one rather than an 
"electic" text is any safeguard against 
bias. Why not attempt to use the best 
of alt good texts, if possible, and omit 
their weaknesses ? 


Our writer continues to make this 
point: “If the modern versions teach 
any more than the Authorized Version 
they teach too much. If they teach 
anything less, they teach too little." 
To come out solidly in favor of the 
King James Bible is good material for 
brotherhood consumption; plus, it also 
contains a ring of religious orthodoxy. 
But the appearance of orthodoxy is just 
that: a hollow sounding ring without 
real substance. During the nineteenth 


century a number of _ brotherhood 
scholars freely employed N.T. ver- 
sions other than the King James. 
Alexander Campbell printed his own 
version using the translations of sev- 
eral other men. For example, he 
used the work of an eighteenth century 
Scottish scholar named James Mac- 
knight for the books of Romans through 
Jude. Moses Lard in his commentary 
on Romans felt compelled to employ 
his own translation. Perhaps our 
finest N. T. scholar was J.W. McGarvey, 
who in his New Commentary on Acts 
of Apostles wrote in 1892, "We now 
have for the first time since the early 
centuries of our era a corrected 
(Greek) text in which to read these 
invaluable writings. The Revised 
Version (English Revised Version, 
1881, 1886) has also come to my re- 
lief, saving me the necessity of cor- 
recting my own revision of the 
Authorized Version which was the 
basis of my former work." 1 


Campbell, McGarvey, Lard and other 
nineteenth century brotherhood schol- 
ars failed to use the King James N.T. 
in many of their most important 
writings because they understood its 
inherent weaknesses. Of primary 
consideration, as already stated by 
Brother McGarvey, was the woeful 
inadequacy of the Greek text available 
to King James’ translators. In 1524 
the Roman Catholic scholar, Erasmus, 
published the Complutensian Bible 
under the patronage of Pope Leo X. 
His New Testament consisted of the 
Greek text plus the Latin or Vulgate 
translation. For the most part, he 


1 slw. McGarvey, New Commentary on Acts of Apostles, (Delight, Arkansas: 
Gospel Light Publishing Company), p. v. 


used two fifteenth century manuscripts 
for his entire Greek text except for 
the Book of Revelation. For the last 
N. T. book he employed a twelfth cen- 
tury manuscript which was complete 
only through Rev. 22:16. Not having 
acompleteGreek manuscript Erasmus 
translated the last five verses of the 
N.T. from the Vulgate into Greek, 2 
James Moffatt noted this deficiency 
when he wrote, ''The exceptionally 
corrupt state of the Textus Receptus 
in the Apocalypse is qdue to the fact 
that for this book Erasmus {to whose 
text it goes back) had access to only a 
single cursive (numbered 1) of the 
twelfth or thirteenth century. Even 
that was inferior and incomplete.'> 
Twice more Erasmus re-edited his 
Greek text, publishing his last edition 
in 1535. In 1550 Robert Stephens, 
printer to the Kingof France, publish- 
ed his Third Greek Testament, witha 
preface claiming that he had procured 
sixteen Greek manuscripts from the 
King's library, some of them of 
“admirable antiquity.'' However, his 
regard for Erasmus' Complutensian 
Bible was so great that he at times 
adopted its reading contrary to all 
other manuscripts in his possession. 
Robert Stephen's Third Greek Testa- 
ment became the text which King 
James' translators chiefly used. 4 
With but minor revisions this parti- 
cular Greek text has been known since 
1633 as the Textus Receptus, or Re- 





ceived Text. Based as it was upon 
the work of Erasmus plus various 
Greek manuscripts of RobertStephen’s 
choosing, could not the Textus Recep- 
tus correctly be called an "electic” 
text ? 


It was not until 1628, several years 
after the King James N. T. was com- 
pleted, that ancient Greek manuscripts 
finally arrived in England? It has 
been rightly said that the King James 
version of the N. T. was based upon a 
Greek text that was marred by mis- 
takes, containing the accumulated 
errors of fourteen centuries of manu- 
script copying. © 


By contrast, modern scholarship rests 
upon two fourth century and one early 
fifth century manuscript known re- 
spectfully as the Codex Vaticanus, 
Codex Sinaiticus, and the Codex Alex- 
andrinus. Many other documents are 
used, of course, but these three are 
the mainstay of today’s scholarship. 





Having few primary Greek documents 
was but one of the handicaps under 
which the King James translators 
labored. By order of the King they 
first of all were to maintain the orig- 
inal wording of the Bishop's Bible 
(1568) whenever possible. This not 
permitted they were to then follow 
“the translations of Tyndale, Cover- 
dale, Matthew, Wytchurch andGeneva... 
when they agree better with the orig- 
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inal than the Bishop's Bible.’ All of 
these aforementioned translations 
were in turn revisions of Tyndale's 
New Testament of 1525. In fact nearly 
nine-tenths of the King James N.T. 
can be found word for word in the 
Tyndale version of 1525.8 "it hath 
been commonly said, That Tyndal 
made his translation of the New Test-~- 
ament from the Greek; but no such 
thing is said in the titles of any of the 
editions published by himself...cir- 
cumstances shews’ that TYndal's 
translation was made from the Vulgate 
Latin, as most of the vernacular 
translations of the New Testament 
made in that age, undoubtedly were,"'® 


f Macknight, op. cit., p. 27. 


Smith, op. cit. 


9 Macknight, op. cit., p. 16. 





{Inferior manuscripts, stylistic form 
conforming to earlier English trans- 
lations that were based upon the Latin 
Bidle, and sixteenth century scholars 
having deeply rooted backgrounds in 
the Church of England are but some 
of the considerations to be taken into 
account when making claims about the 
King James N.T. Andyet we hold no 
quarrel with anyone having a genuine 
preference for the ¥JV. Our concern 
is that brethren will select a particu- 
lar version by prejudice rather than 
by a careful study of facts. If ovr 
choosing of the KJV over all other 
translations is through prejudice then 
prejudice may verywell prevail in our 
study of God's word as well. Herein 
lies the real danger. [ 
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Testing The Spirits 


Joe Black 
Birmingham, Ala. 


Christians are obligated to discern 
between truth and error. We of the 
Restoration Movement feel we are in 
the best position to test the spirits 
because ‘we have the truth''. The 
name of our movement implies we 
have brought back into existence 
something that was lost. So we gather 
that "we are the true church". During 
the many years | have been part of 
this movement I have noticed our 
tendency to label people rather than 
ideas. We speak of one who is sound 
and another who is in error. 


Play a little game with me. Tell me 
Which of the following two statements 
Wiis made by what writer. One writer 
is Martin Luther and the other Robert 
ftichardson. Everyone knows Luther. 
[fe is the heretic whoadded to Romans 


3:28 the word “only” to make it read 
that we are saved by faith only. His 
was the Reformation Movement which 
was concerned only with reforming the 
existing church. Some may not be 
familiar with Richardson. He was 
Alexander Campbell's right hand man. 
Some of the richest material in our 
movement came from him. 


One writer comments on the nature of 
saving faith: 


"Q, it is a living, busy, active, 
mighty thing, this faith; and so it 
is impossiblefor it not to do good 
works incessantly. It does not 
ask whether there are good works 
to do, but before the question 
arises, has already done them and 
is at the doing of them." 


The other writer defines the saving 
Gospel: 


“What a speedy termination it 
would bring the discords, feuds, 
and party jealousies of Christen~- 
dom if all would confine them- 
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selves to the joyful tidings that 
Christ died for our sins according 
to the Scriptures, that he was 
buried, and that he rose the third 
day according to the Scriptures. 
These are facts, not opinions and 
speculations. ‘And by these we 
are saved’, says our Apostle.” 


You have already guessed by the way 
I presented the material it was Luther 
who said saving faith must be active; 
and it was Richardson who wrote so 
movingly that the basis both for salva- 
tion and fellowship is the simple Gos- 
pel of the death, burial, and resurrec- 
tion of Jesus. The men who started 
Gur movement were in basic agree- 
ment with those of the Reformation 
Movement. They felt they were a part 
of the same movement that saw our 
mission as restoring achurch that had 
been out of existence since the apostles. 


It may interest some to know how 
Brother Luther felt about baptism: 


"Whoever is baptized in Christ is 
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The “Issue” of Assurance 


Chuck Jones 


We inchurches of Christ like”issues." 
We'll traverse sea and land to find 
an issue. If we cannot find one we'll 
dig one up! Anything to keep the fires 
of distrust blazing. Now, if we really 
want an issue, here is a real one; not 
an issue about eating in the building 
or intercongregational cooperation. 
Rather, it’s an issue that strikes at 
the very heart of ovr problems, the 
issue of "assurance." 


A friend of mine tells me of the time 
when a minister asked his church 
members to answer this question on 
the back of an attendance card: "If you 
were to die tonight, would you be 
saved?" The acceptable answers were 
(1) Yes. (2) No. (3) Not sure. After 
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baptized through His suffering and 
blood, or to say it more clearly, 
through baptism he is bathed in 
the blood of Christ and is cleans- 
ed of sin.” 


Who can argue with that? By the way, 
I checked Luther's commentary on 
Romans 3:28 and he does not add the 
word "only" to the text or to his com- 
ments on the passage. 


My point is simple: all Christians have 
truth and error just as all churches 
have truth and error. No one or 
group "has the truth". There must be 
some sense in which all who believe 
in the Lord Jesus are fellow-believers. 
They have imperfections in what they 
believe, but sodo we. We must be as 
willing to learn as we are to teach. 
As we test the spirits let us also test 
Gur own. 


Cahaba Valley Church of Christ 
9199 Caldwell Mill Road 
Birmingham, Alabama 35224 
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the cards were collected and the an- 
swers counted, the results were 
shocking! About 80% were not sure! 
When it comes to the question of our 
salvation, why are we not sure? 


The apostle John says that we can 
know we are saved, but we enjoy no 
such confidence because we rest our 
Salvation on superficial forms rather 
than our only hope of salvation, the 
Lamb of God himself! We take pride 
in what appears to be a scriptural 
organization. We proclaim from the 
rooftops the plurality of elders and 
the qualifications of deacons. Two 
thousand years ago another people 
appeared to be righteous on the sur- 
face. Nothing wrong with their super- 
structure! Nothing wrong with their 
forms of worship! But Jesus called 
them whitewashed tom>s—beautiful on 
the outside, but decayed within. If we 


are not even confident that our Lord 
will do what he said, how can we be 
anything but decayed? 


When the needs of a people are not 
veing met, they will seek avenues of 
fulfillment. Our people, who lack con- 
fidence in their own salvation, cannot 
forever tolerate a system that does 
not meet their needs. They must find 
ways of growing spiritually even if the 
established leadership opposes them. 


Our leaders could deal with the real 
problems, but established leaderships 
frequently will not. By not dealing 
with them, our leaders are encourag- 
ing the very movement that they would 
like to squelch. As our people sit 
restlessly in the pews, worried if 


salvation will really be theirs, our 


preachers continue to pound away at 
the issues. At some point we must 
graduate from the milk to the meat of 
the gospel. Loyalty to Jesus and to the 
hope of spiritual maturity must take 
precedence over loyalty to tradition- 
bound institutions. 


For those who long for that inward 
peace and thatconfidence that the Holy 
Spirit provides, take heart! No move- 
ment is static. Just as the first 
Restoration Movement turned minds 
toward believer's baptism and sim- 
plicity in worship, the second Move- 
ment will tap the heart of man and 
promote that inner peace that we all 
should have. | 


803-H Tyler Circle 
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Editor 


DENOMINATIONS 


A CONTINUING DISCUSSION WITH PERVIE NICHOLS 


We continue our discussion with bro. 
Nichols on whether or not the Church 
of Christ is a denomination — which 
Suggestion seems to infuriate him. 
But I am beginning to feel some ap- 
prehension that perhaps the reader is 
becoming bored with the discussion 
due to its excessive length. However, 
I considered these matters important 
in the beginning and even more so at 
this point. Our questions to bro. 
Nichols and his answers reveals the 
basis for that syndrome which has 
cast the Church of Christ into such an 
unfavorable light before the world. 
Generally, those who are "not of us" 
do not see us aS a people of love and 
good-will, but as arrogant and seif- 
willed, and who think everyone else is 
going to hell except themselves! This 
image, brethren, is grossly detriment- 
al to the propagation of the truth, and 
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we have heard it expressed many times 
when introducing ourselves as mem- 
bers of the Church of Christ. If we, 
somehow, could see ourselves as we 
really are, and as others see us, the 
image would change, even out of em- 
barrassment alone. 


I have no personal quarrel with bro. 
Nichols over this matter and I chose 
to discuss it with him simply because 
he is a typical representative of that 
class of brethren who have brought 
about that Churchof Christ syndrome, 
not only that, the very class which has 
made a complete shambles out of the 
Restoration Movement. We should no 
longer speak of the restoration move- 
ment in the present tense because the 
movement is dead. It was lalled by 
sectarianism. It remains only for 
brethren to deliver the eulogy and 


commit it to history. 


Nowhere has our brotherhood sect- 
arianism shown up more than in bro. 
Nichols' answers to these questions. 
If brethren still wonder what went 
wrong with our Movement, he will 
find a good part of it in Pervie's 
answers and remarks. 


uestion No. 7 reads: "Can we be 
saved without a perfect understanding 


of New Testament Doctrine."" Pervie 
answers: 
7. Answer: Ut ceterence is to an alien sinner, the answer 


is yes. All the unsaved must understand is what he must do 
to be saved from sins. Not only must he delieve, he must 
learn what it means to repent. He must learn what baptism 
is and the purpose of it. Acts 2:38. Does the editor think a 
sinner can be saved by embracing the denominational 
doctrine of salvation by faith only—without baptism? 
Neither salvation, fellowship with Christ nor membership 
in the Lord’s church can be attained by obedience to the 
doctrine of salvation by faith only 

if the editor used *'saved’’ to mean children of God and 
eternal salvation, the answer is yes. This point was 
discussed in number 6. 


Again bro. Nichols' answer is a little 
confusing. He says "yes" the alien 
Sinner can be saved without perfect 
understanding of N. T. scriptures, He 
also says "yes" the children of God 
can be saved without perfect under- 
standing. On this we agree, however, 
his second "yes" is to be understood 
in lignt of his answer to No. 6. 


In the last issue we dealt with the 
question of whether or not those who 
worship behind doors labeled Church 
of Christ have perfect understanding 
of God's revelation. Even though bro. 
Nichols wouldn't commit himself to 
Saying the word "perfect", he never- 
theless indicated that we must have 
perfect understanding of those things 
which are "essential"’ to salvation. 
This leaves us with two questions 
unanswered of which the answer must 
rest upon an "interpretation" or on an 
opinion: 1) What are those scriptures 
"essential" to salvation? Not only do 
we not agree on what scriptures are 
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essential, we don't even agree on what 
doctrines are essential! I venture to 
say that if and when these scriptures 
are found we will at the same time 
find honest and sincere brethren dis- 
agreeing over them. So we must ask, 
2) To what degree or depth must one 
understand the essential scriptures 
before he is numbered among the 
saved? Or, must we all have the same 
depth of understanding? The answer 
to this latter part is obvious since the 
new Christian certainly does not pos- 
sess the same degree of knowledge as 
his teacher. 


But suppose one is baptized for the 
remissionof sins into a denomination- 
al church, and many of them do bap- 
tize for the remission of sins, how 
does he differ from one baptized into 
the Church of Christ? Pervie will say 
with me that when a sinner believes, 
repents, and is baptized for the for- 
givenessof sins he is a"'newcreation”™ 
a Christian. But he will balk at the 
suggestion that one baptized into 4 
denominational church by this same 
method is a Christian. He cannot say 
with me that regardless of what this 
"new babe''in Christ may subsequently 
become, that at that moment he is 
baptized for the remission of sins 
he is a Christian, even if his name {S$ 
listed in a denominational church di- 
rectory. Why ? 


It is either because of sectarian pride 
or because of fear of brotherhood 
reprisals should he be so bold as to 
verbalize it! But he cannot be con- 
sistent and deny it! [In time the new 
Christian may come to realize the sin 
of denominationalism and he may take 
steps to do something about it (just as 
some are taking in the Church of 
Christ). But until he comes to this 
realization, and if he is living in ac- 
cordance with the knowledge he al- 
ready has, he must not be considered 
as one who has no fellowship with God. 


He was baptized "unto the name (fel- 
lowship) of the Father and of the Son 
and of the Holy Spirit" (Mt. 28:19), and 
therefore a member of the ''body of 
Christ”, the true church of Christ. No 
being on earth can break that fellow- 
Ship! He is simply a child of God in 
the process of growing ''in the grace 
and knowledge of our Lord Jesus 
Christ" just as the rest of us. He 
belongs in the same category as one 
born into the Church of Christ, who 
also is growing, and it is grossly naive 
to think of him in any other way. 


Bro. Nichols says that one of the 
essentials for salvation is understand-~ 
ing the ''purpose of baptism". Again, 
we ask, to what degree? I cannot 
agree that the alien sinner must know 
that baptism is for the remission of 
sins before God will declare his bap- 
tism valid. What God does requireis 
that the sinner submit himself to His 
will. Baptism, being a part of that 
will, and when submitted to, is just as 
efficacious and valid as if he had 
graduated from Freed-Hardeman, re-~ 
gardless of hls understanding of the 
subject. Bro. Nichols "'binds'’ where 
God has not bound and he conditions 
salvation upon an assumed premise. 


Turning it back to me, Pervie asks if 
vne may be saved by “faith alone— 
without baptism?" First of all, the 
true doctrine of "faith only'’, when 
properly understood, does not exclude 
baptism! Those Reformers who taught 
justification by faith alone never meant 








"mental assent alone", not even Mar- 
tin Luther. This misconception is 
propagated mainly by Church of Christ 
preachers. In an article by Lowell 
Green in the Feb. 78 issue of Present 
Truth, he points out that Luther first 
viewed faitn as ''mental assent", but 
after his study of Rom. 1:17, ''Luther 
finally teaves the view of faith as 


virtuous credulity, adherence, or 
assent...in its stead appears faith as 
a term of relationship..." (p. 25). 


Luther himself said that it is just as 
impossible to remove works from 
faith as it is to separate heat from 
fire. He also believed in baptism for 
the remission of sins, as pointed out 
by bro. Black in''Testing the Spirits’. 


But if bro. Nichols uses faith in the 
sense of mental assent alone, then 
we agree that it cannot save, But the 
true teaching of ''faith alone’’ is that 
the work of Jesus Christ on the cross 
ALONE established the ground of our 
justification as opposed a ee 
of human merit. 


Now, let's ask bro. Nichols a question: 
If those who believe, repent, and are 
baptized for the remission of sins into 
a denominationa! church (of which we 
are ourselves), who subsequently 
teach "faith alone'’ as we have ex- 
plained it, are they not Christians? 
If not, why not? Let's ask him also 
if he would fellowship David Lipscomb 
if he were alive today, after writing 
the much quoted passage below: 


There are some in nonsectarian churches who are sectarians, who 
violate the laws of God in order to oppose sectarians. They are sec- 
tarians in their opposition to sectarians. There are some in sectarian 
churches who will obey God and follow him in spite of the sectarianism 
of the churches in which they find themselves. As examples, there are 
persons in the Baptist, Methodist, and Presbyterian Churches who were 
baptized to obey God rather than to please the sects. In this they rise 
above the sectarian spirit, despite the parties in which they find them- 
selves. They ought to get out of the sectarian churches, but they see so 
much sectarianism in the nonsectarian churches that they think they are 

all alike (Questions and Answers, p. 592). 


(to be continued) 
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Examining the R.L. Kilpatrick 


“Examining the Arguments” 
(series) 


This article is a rebuttal toa series of articles appearing in Truth Magazine 
under the title of *Imputed Righteousness", written by Mike Willis, the editor. 
Our purpose here is not to fan the fires of issues, but to offer a few thoughts 
on a vitally important subject that is currently receiving a lot of attention. Let 
me first suggest that those who are interested in this subject, and everyone 
should be, should read carefully the article on page 3 by Robert D. Brinsmead 
and all subseguent articles by this author which will appear in future issues of 
the Ensign Fair. 


Bro. Willis takes the position that those who teach that the "perfect obedience 
of Christ is imputed to the believer's account" are teaching false doctrine. 
Lest the reader misunderstand, let me say that I consider bro. Willis a brother 
in the Lord, even thougb he may have different feelings concerning me. Still, 
I do not imply that he is not a Christian, or that he is a false teacher even 
though I am firmly convinced that what he teaches is incorrect. Ican believe 
this without believing that bro. Willis is a false teacher. One is not a false 
teacher merely by being mistaken ona a doctrinal point (as per Apollos in the 
book of Acts); that is, unless the teacher himself is inwardly false. As far as 
I know, bro. Willis is honest and sincere in what he teaches. 


It is regrettable that bro. Willis assigns ulterior motivesto those who teach the 
imputation of Christ's perfect obedience to the believer's accowt. According to 
the February 16 issue this doctrine is taught by those who advocate the "unity - 
in-diversity"' movement, and for these less than charitable motives listed below. 


The reasoa why brethren are propagating this doctrine of the imputation 
of the perfect obedience of Christ to the account of the believer is that 
they are searching for some theological basis to have fellowship with 
brethren who refuse to repent of their sins of introducing instrumental 
music in worship, perverting the mission of the church into recrea- 
tional areas, distorting the organization of the church through the 
sponsoring arrangement, and supporting human institutions from the 
church treasury... Therefore these brethren are teaching that we should 
fellowship our brethren involved in these sins because the perfect 
obedience of Christ is imputed to them to cover their sins. ..My breth- 
ren, this is a false doctrine borrowed from Calvinism designed to 
give some theological justification for fellowshipping brethren who are 
involved in supporting, defending, and propagating sin! (Truth Maga- 
zine, February 16, 1978, pp 3, 5}. 


In such a frameof mind it would be difficult to carry on a meaningful discussion 
with bro. Willis, or with any person so possessed with prejudice. I don't mean 
to sound unkind, but bro. Willis has blinded himself by his extreme prejudice, 
and it is no wonder he sees so much evil lurking behind this "Calvinistic" 
doctrine. Not only does bro. Willis begin his “exposure" of this doctrine in 
the throes of prejudice, he goes to great lengths to prejudice the mind of his 
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readers before delving into the argument by stigmatizing the teaching by label- 
ling it 'Calvinism''! In fact, he used one whole article proving that Calvin 
taught imputed righteousness when no one denies it. Bro. Willis knows as well 
as anyone that the truth of a doctrine is not established upon the popularity of 
the teacher. Note the following from the February 2 issue of his magazine: 


Now brethren who deny that they in any way have accepted Calvinism 
have accepted the Calvinistic doctrine of imputationof Christ's perfect 
obedience to the believer's account and are using the very same 
argument which other Calvinists use to s.rove their doctrine... Anybody 
with eyes open can see that (i) the doctrine of imputation of Christ's 
perfect obedience to the believer's account is partof thewarp andwoof 
of Calvinism. 


The strategy of bro. Willis is that if he can bias the mind properly against the 
doctrines of Calvinism, then from here on he can dismiss all arguments by 
merely saying, "That's Calvinism." This alleviates the problem of having to 
use scripture to disprove it. As Bruce Edwards, Jr. said in his article ''Going 
Conservative", Feb. issue, regarding the catch phrases "liberal" and ''conser- 
vative'', ''They serve as convenient pigeon-holes into which we can thrust each 
Other to avoid serious confrontation and discussion."’ In spite of the obvious 
attempt, the doctrine of imputed righteousness cannot be pigeon-holed. 


But why settle on Catvin? Why not go back to Luther? or farther back to Saint 
Augustine? or even back to Paul and the Bible? They all taught it as well as the 
vast majority of Protestant scholars since Calvin. Incidentally, the doctrine of 
imputing Christ's perfect obedience is not one of the "five-points of Calvinism" 
(which most Frotestant churches reject) eveh though Calvin did teach it. For 
those who may be interested the five points of Calvinism (remembered by the 
TULIP formula) are: 1) Total Depravity; 2) Unconditional Election; 3) Limited 
Atonement; 4) Irresistible Grace; and 5) Perseverence of the Saints. Whatever 
may be false in these or any other doctrines must be rejected on the basis of 
scripture alone, and not upon prejudice. When brethren find it necessary to 
bias the mind before presenting the evidence, it indicates that the evidence is 
somewhat lacking and therefore needs the assistance of prejudice for conviction. 
This ''red-herring' type of argument even makes bro. Willis a Calvinist. Cal- 
vin taught the 'Sonship of Christ'' and the "inspiration of scripture," and so 
does bro, Willis. ..?? 


Were we to use this kind of argument we could just as easily say that what bro. 
Willis teaches is also ''Catholicism'. His concept of the kind of righteousness 
which saves is exactly the same as taught by the Catholic Church. Rome has 
always taught that the righteousness of God is received as an infusion of grace 
in the heart of the believer which constitutes him as "personally righteous." 
This is exactly what bro. Willis argues for when he rejects the imputation of 
God's righteousness. Like Rome, bro. Willis also makes light of the idea of a 
"pasted on ‘as if' righteousness", as it has been referred to. (This was the 
main point of difference between Luther and Catholicism which brought about 
the Reformation.) If the "as ift' idea sounds strange, then it is just as strange 
that Jesus took our sins upon himself AS IF they were his own, ''so that we might 
become the righteousness of God" (II Cor. 5:21). Just before this, Paul had 
said, ''All this is from God who through Christ reconciled us to himself.. . not 
counting {imputing, rlk) their trespasses against them", so the ‘as if" is not 
too far out after all. 
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I am confident that part of the differences between brethren over this issue is 
the failure to define certain terms used in the discussion of imputed righteous~ 
ness. How, exactly, does bro. Willis understand ‘'imputing the perfect obedience 
of Christ to the sinner's account?'’ Does he understand ''perfect obedience'' to 
mean that the divine virtue which Christ earned through perfect obedience is 
literally "infused" into the soul of the believer, constituting him righteous? Or 
does he understand it to mean aquality ''declaredof"' or imputed to the believer's 
account on the basis of faith to bring about a change in relationship? If he means 
the former then we can cease the hassle because this is not the way the term is 


understood by those who use it. If he means the latter, we at least agree on the 
definition. 


When we say that the perfect obedience of Christ is imputed to the Deliever's 
account, we are NOT saying that the quality of righteousness which Christ 
earned through his perfect obedience is instilled as a virtue into the soul of the 
believer and that he is righteous on that account. What we DO say is that 
Christ's perfect obedience is offered as a “substitute” for our own inability to 
be perfect in law or commandment keeping, and that the title of '’righteousness" 
is declared upon all who enter into the spiritual body of our Lord through faith. 


DOES GOD REQUIRE PERFECTION? 


Regarding ‘perfection as a divine requirement for eternal life, bro. Willis is 
somewhat confusing in his statements; for example: 


Nowhere is there any evidence that God demands perfection in order to 
obtain salvation. The Bible does not say that we are saved by God 
seeing a perfect account of obedience attributed to our account. (Truth 
Magazine, Feb. 2, 1978, p. 3) 


It is true that God does not expect his children to live without sinning, even 
though desirable, but to imply that God's divine attribute of justice and holiness 
will accept anything less than absolute perfection is a case of just plain missing 
the point! Justice is never satisfied nor is God's wrath appeased until ''.. .every 
transgression or disobedience received a just retribution...'' (Heb. 2:2). Man 
will either have to pay the supreme penalty for sin or someone else will have to 
pay it for him. The very purpose of Christ’s coming was to do for man what 


man couldn't do for himself. Nowhere is this made more clear than in Romans 
8:3, 4: 


For God hag done what the law, weakened by the flesh could not do; 
sending his own Son in the likeness of sinful flesh and for sin, he 
condemned sin in the flesh, in order that the just requirement of the 
law might be fulfilled in us, who walk not according to the flesh but 
according to the Spirit. 


The "just requirement" of the law is the law's demand for a perfect life which 
man was unable to accomplish because of fleshly weakness. Without doing any 
violence to the text whatever we could paraphrase Paul in this way: ‘You have 
proven that because of your fleshly weakness you cannot meet God's demand for 
perfection; therefore, stand aside and let Christ meet this demand for you." 
Those who enter the spiritual body of Christ through faith enter into his perfec~ 
tion and thereby the law is fulfilled in us. Therefore, we can say that the perfect 
obedience of Christ is imputed to us because the law is fulfilled IN US! 
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Arnold Eardin said it correctly in saying, 


The law of God must be honored and since no man does honor it per- 
fectly someone had to come and in man's place and on his behalf keep 
law perfectly (The Persuader, April 3, 1977). 


In Romans 3:31 Paul said that the coming of faith did not make void the law, but 
rather established it. He means that ''faith’’ makes possible what was impossible 
under law, and that which was impossible under law was perfect obedience. But 
Christ came todo what law couldn't dosothat we might fulfill the divine require- 
ment for perfection. No man who has ever sinned can be perfect within himself. 
Therefore, the divine requirement is fulfilled by Christ by his perfect obedience 
which of necessity must be imputed to those who enter his righteousness. 


A Third Alternative 


Most of us are aware that there are two theological possibilities how that the 
sinner may be saved; 1) salvation by works, and 2) salvation by imputed right- 
eousness. Bro. Willis has found a third possibility. 


There is, however, another alternative: justification through forgive- 
ness, The one to whom the Lord will not impute sin is the man whose 
sins have been forgiven. (op cit) 





All of us will agree that man is justified when his sins are forgiven; but this is 
no alternative to what we have been saying. It is more or less the very thing 
we have been saying. When it is reasoned out it can be easily seen that "justi- 
fication through forgiveness" is nothing more than imputed righteousness. 


Forgiveness of sins must rest upona legal base. For example, if salvation be 
by works, then justification would rest upon the legal baseof ‘perfect obedience". 
But if salvation be by Christ's imputed righteousness, then justification rests 
upon the legal base of Christ's perfect obedience. Since perfect obedience in 
man is impossible this rules out possibility No.!,and since the perfect obedience 
of Christ surely established a legal base for imputed righteousness, we must ask 
where and what is the legal base for bro. Willis’ third alternative? It is not 
enough to just say that ''we are saved through the forgiveness which comes tous 
through the shed blood of Jesus Christ" (Feb. 2, p. 3) without explaining how the 
efficacy of Christ's blood is transferred and applied tothe sinner to affect his 
forgiveness. 


But bro. Willis would argue that "'God's forgiveness" precludes any necessity 
for imputed righteousness because MAN BECOMES RIGHTEOUS WHEN HE IS 
FORGIVEN! 


The man who has had his sins forgiven stands before the law perfect 
because his sins against that law have been forgiven. He is perfect 
because all of the violations of which he is guilty have been removed 
from his account through forgiveness. (Feb. 16, p. 3, 4) 


To reject the idea that forgiveness is through Christ's perfect obedience imputed 
to the believer forces the conclusion that salvation is through PERSONAL right- 
eousness which comes about through ''forgiveness'’. We are either saved by OUR 
own righteousness or through Christ's righteousness. If it is our righteousness 
than it is "personal" righteousness; but if by Christ's, then of necessity it has 
to be imputed. There is no third alternative. [ey 
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JUSTIFICATION 


Upon a life I never lived 
And upon a death I did not die 
I stake my whole eternity. 


Final Judgment 


The doctrine of the final rewards 
and punishments is illuminated by the 
cross of Christ. ‘tHe who by faith is 
justified shail live."" Rom. 1:17. In 
the One who was raised for our justi- 
fication (Rom. 4:25) and who bodily 
ascended to glory at God's right hand 
we are given a Clear preview of es- 
chatology. The saints shall be 'glori- 
fied together" with Christ. 


While he who believes is justified 
unto life eternal, he who believes not 
is condemned. The wrath of God 
abides on him (John 3:36). We are not 
left tospeculate about the temperature 
of hell and all the fantastic and un- 
biblical ideas that some people pro- 
pound in the doctrine of the hereafter. 
God has shown us the nature of hell 


- continued from page 6 


and death, for in the cross of Christ 
“the wrath of God is revealed from 
heaven against all ungodliness and un- 
righteousness of men.'' Rom. 1:18. 
Christ's cry of dereliction, 'My God. 
My God, why hast Thou forsaken me?" 
was His descent into hell—into the 
outer darkness where there is weep- 
ing and gnashing of teeth. ‘this is 
what killed Christ. As we follow the 
bruised and lifeless body of the Saviour 
to the tomb, we see clearly what are 
the wages of sin-death. Death is no 
phantom, but it is God's judgment on 
the whole man. It is as concrete and 
as real as the execution and burial of 
Jesus Christ. In this also has God 
given us a Clear view of what will 
happen to the damned. Jesus Christ 
is the truth of the life hereafter. He 
is the whole truth about God and the 
whole truth about man. All the essen- 
tial doctrines of the Bible are clear 
when they are seen'"’as the truth is in 
Jesus.'' Eph. 4:21. fal 
(to be continued) 


THE SHATTERED DREAM 


music has no rightful place in the 
expression of corporate praise. It is 
not wrong to continue to debar it from 
our places of assembly. But it is a 
Sin to make our view a test of urion 
or communion, and judge those as 
being unworthy of fellowship who dis- 
agree with us. We must go back to the 
first split and heal the wound itcaused 
or we will continue to be a divided 
people. Acknowledging that we were 
wrong in dividing does not mean we 
condone the use of instruments. It 
simply means we recognize as God's 
children those who do, whether they 
are right or wrong. 


3. Let us acknowledge that oneness 
is inChrist and not in conformity upon 
matters of opinion. We should honestly 
strive to see everything alike but we 
are one while we are Striving. It is 


- continued from page 7 


foolish to make our view of a certain 
area of dissidence greater than our 
unity in Him who died that we all 
might live. It does no honor to Jesus 
for those who are in Him to come 
unglued and debate vigorously as war- 
ring tribes, those areas upon which 
they do not all see alike. 


We think it is time for Brother Lem- 
mons, and scores of others like him, 
to acknowledge that the only unity 
available to those who think for them- 
selves is unity in diversity. If it takes 
courage for this, let him demonstrate 
this courage while he lives. Our bro- 
ther writes, ''A sort of dispair seems 
to have set in."" Ee can remove much 
of it by coming out for community in 
Christ rather than conformity in the 
conventional. ws 
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Editorial 


The following article was sent to me by Michael Stone without comment and 
without instructions as to what I should do with it. Since it seems prepared 
for publication, I suppose that's what I'll do, publish it—with editorial 
comments to follow. ~—rlk 





ELDERS - TELL OR ASK? 


By Michael D. Stone 
Kannapolis, N.C. 


In the April 11, 1978, issue of the Firm Foundation, brother Lemmons 
wrote an editorial entitled, ‘Worthy of Double Honor". There are a few 
statements in that writing which disturb me. Therefore, the purpose of this 
writing is to examine those statements. 


There is a dangerous trend today in our brotherhood that elders in the 
local church have no more authority than does the average member save in 
the power of being a good example. Those who hold this view state that 
church affairs are dictated by the majority vote (even women and children 
have a vote sometimes). if I understand the Bible correctly, it has never 
taught majority rule in the New Testament church. Now, notice what bro- 
ther Lemmons states, "We challenged the abuse of authority that ‘lords it 
over God's heritage’ by handing down decisions that are not based upon, or 
connected with, the will of the congregation." According to our brother, 
any decision that the elders make which is not based upon the will of the 
congregation is "lording it over God's heritage."’ He goes on to day, ‘When 
they (the elders, mds) begin to tell the congregation rather than ask the 
congregation they are in trouble." My friends, it seems to me that brother 
Lemmons has taken just about the same position as R. L. Kilpatrick and 
others who contend that elders have no authority in the church except to be 
a good example and that elders cannot make decisions which are binding 
upon the church. It is my contention that elders do have more authority 
and responsibility than does the average member and that they can make 
decisions which are binding upon the church. 


Brother Thomas B. Warren, in the April 1978 issue of "The Spiritual 
Sword'', which is devoted to a defense of the duty and authority of elders, 
makes the following observation in his editorial, "It still remains that truth 
is not decided by the counting of noses." Brother Lemmons, on the other 
hand, would have the elders to count noses _ before making a decision 
relative to the church. Certainly, good elders will be aware of the will of 
the congregation but they still have the right to make a decision which is 
against the will of the majority. 
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Comments: 
While the last statement avove is still fresh, let's contrast it with aa 
excerpt from the Gospel Advocate, by David Lipscomb: 


Whenever a man or set of men...assume to exercise authority in 
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a church by virtue of some official appointment, or to assert they 
have rights and authority as officers above others and assume to 
exert their right without the full consent and approval of the mem- 
bers, they should be resisted evento the cGisruption of the body. 
They are lording it over God's heritage. ..It is the right of every 
member of a congregation to know and to be heard in every work 
taken by the congregation. The elders are not to rule by arbitrary 
authority, as lords over God's heritage, but in all matters it is 
their duty to let every act of the congregation be known to all and 
to satisfy every man's objections and seek to remove them and so 
lead as examples to the flock. ..They are to make no rules of their 
own, aS though they were lords or rulers over God’s house. They 
have no authority, save to carry out the laws of God, and to cet an 
example of fidelity to God. .. 


Have we said any more? Or as much? ? 


This is quite a contrast to what is presently advocated by bro. Stone, et al. 
He writes as if the position advocated by Lemmons, myself, and others is 
the new innovation rather than the converse. few brethren seem to realize 
just how recent is this "authority" innovation within the church. We under- 
Stand of course that our mid-restoration leaders were not divinely inspired 
and that their word was not final by any means, but their comments do 
point ovt just how far we have traveled away from restoration thought—and 
{might add, the Bible. One brother chides us for "harping on an issue that 
was laid to rest long ago", as he phrased it. It may have been laid to rest 
to his own Satisfaction, but I question the wisdom of putting any matter to 
rest until it is resolved; and it is resolved only when it is brought in line 
with scripture. ‘Putting it to rest’' to our own satisfaction does not mean 
to the satisfaction of scripture. The "eldership authority"’ question will 
never be resolved until brethren take seriously the prohibition pronounced 
by Jesus in Matthew 20:25, 26, "IT SHALL NOT BE SO AMONG YOU." 


However, we shouldn't judge bro. Stone too harshly, for he is merely the 
product of his generation, and college training (from whence cometh ‘scinools 
of thought). He is only supporting the "in thing", the current vogue among 
conservative preachers and elders. Yet, we would caution him against 
adopting a ‘school of thought" merely on the basis of its currency, rather 
than upon his own convictions based on personal Bible study. Herein lies 
the real ''dangerous trend" of which he speaks. 


In writing on the same subject in another article, bro. Stone thinks my 
comments on 1 Peter 5:1-3 are contradictory, mainly in my two statements 
listed below: 

"tend, feed, teach the flock, not as lords but as examyt!es" 

and 

"the authority of elders must remain solely in the power of 

a good example" 
There is no contradiction here as seen by bro. Stone. This means only thet 
the "good example” of elders is set or shown through the medium of tending 
and feeding the flock. How else can one set a good example except through 
the exercise of his good qualities? Bro. Stone sees contradiction vecause 
he concludes that ‘tending’ and "teaching" is carried out in some official 

(turn to page 17) 





Justification by Faith 
And The Clarity Of The Bible 


Rober! D. Brinsmeod 


Reprinted by permission. 
Fallbrook California 92028, USA. 


PART 3: JUSTIFICATION 
Exposes All Errors 


if the doctrine of justification by 
faith illuminates all other doctrines, 
it exposes all errors at the same 
time. It ts a divine plumb line to test 
every doctrinal structure. Itisa 
principle that must call all our 
creeds, ideas and traditions into 
radical question. 


Perhaps this is one reason why the 
church has unconsciously pushed the 
Reformation doctrine into the back- 
ground. If it is allowed to stand in 
the forefront, it is too revolutionary 
and might upset the status quo. Fol- 
lowing a seminar on_ justification 
conducted by the Australian Forum, 
one of the leaders of a certain relig- 
idvs institution was heard saying, 
"What we have heard is very good; 
but how are we going to fit it inwith 
our system?" T. F. Torrance is 
right when he says, ''There is scarce. 
ly aChurch that claims to be ecclesia 
reformata that can truthfully claim 
to be semper reformada."2 — Art. 
"Justification,’’ Christianity Divided 
(London & New York: Sneed & Ward, 
1961), p. 300. 





Ecclesia reformata semper re- 
formada is a confession that the 
Reformation was not compteted with 
Luther and Calvin. The sanctuary of 
truth must yet be cleansed from all 


PART 3, DIVISION 1 
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the errors that were smuggled in 
under the cover of the Dark Ages. 
We have no reason to suppose the 
restoration was completed by the 
Reformers. 


Error is like an octopus. It has 
many tentacles, but one heart. Most 
of the books written to expose the 
errors of certain cults or false sys- 
tems tediously fight with all the 
tentacles of the doctrinal octopus. 
Few there are which effectively slay 
it at the heart with the sharp sword 
of justification by faith. 


Look how Luther deait with the 
papacy. Others before and after him 
spent their energies crying out 
against the abuses of Rome. Said 
Luther: 


Doubtless this one article (just- 
ification), by little and little, as 
it began, had otherthrown the 
whole papacy, with all her bro- 
therhoods, pardons, religious 
orders, relics, ceremonies, 
invocation of saints, purgatory, 
masses, watchings, vows, and 
infinite other abominations.... 
We moreover did teach and urge 
nothing but this article of justi- 
fication, which alone at that 
time did threaten the authority 
of the Pope and lay waste his 
kingdom.... Images and other 
abuses in the church would have 
fallen down of themselves, if 
they (the sects) had but diligently 


@ This is a Reformation slogan which means the church reformed and always 


reforming. {t implies that 


continues to reform. 


the church is not truly reformed uniess it 


a 


taught thearticle of justification. 
... For I have taken away the 
kernal and leave him the husks. 
They contraiwise do take away 
the husks and leave him the 
kernal. —Martin Luther, Com- 
mentary on Galatians, Middleton 
ed., pp 218, 219. 


Luther has been called the great- 
est reductionist in the history of the 
church. Ke cut through the compli- 
cated maze of medieval theology and 
reduced all theology to the principle 
of sola fide. The Christian church 
today is inundated with isms of every 
stripe and hue. We could spend 
forever and aye fighting the tentacles 
of error, but we need to get to the 
heart. All error is united in its 
common opposition to the principle 
of justification by faith. All error 
obscures the bright light of the gos- 
pel. What the church and the world 
desperatety need is the truth of 
justification by faith without the en- 
cumbrance of the popular errors 
which have obscured it- We must be 
courageous enough to let the truth of 
justification by Christ alone call 
them all into radical question. 


Before we become specific and 
see how the truth of justification by 
faith calls some of these popular 
errors into Question, we want to 
commit ourselves to the principles 
of "speaking the truth in love'' (Eph. 
4:15) and humility. It is so easy to 
put ourselves in our opinions and 
become defensive. If the reader 
finds one of his cherished opinions 
challenged by the light of the gospel, 
let it be understood that this is not a 
challenge to his Christian integrity. 
We all have many things to learn 
and many, many things to unlearn. 
None of us are without sin. None of 
us are without error. Church history 
has demonstrated that great saints 
have held great errors. We do not 
in the least imply that a person who 
holds a position we consider erron- 





eous is not a Christian. That would 
be a denial of grace. Often we un- 
wittingly hold to errors which arc 
unworthy of a place alongside ‘the 
common faith’ by which we are 
saved. An finally, we do not exclude 
our Own views from the ones that 
need to be calied into question by the 
truth of the gospel. 


ROMANISM 


The doctrine of justification by 
God's mercy alone, on the grounds 
of what Christ has already done, and 
through the vicarious righteousness 
of Christ which is imputed to faith 
alone, is aradical '"No"’ to Romanism. 
In saying this we are not ignorant of 
the fact that Catholic theologians 
past and present do talk about justi- 
fication by grace alone, Christ alone, 
and at times by faith alone. We must 
not charge Rome with teaching an 
overt works ~-righteousness. That 
would miss the point. 


While Roman theologians may us+é: 
all the stogans of the Reformation, 
this does not mean that the slogans 
have the same content. According 
to them, "justification by grace" 
means to be righteous in the sight of 
God because the soul is inwardly 
adorned with grace (gratia infusa). 
"Justification by Christ'’’ means to 
be made righteous by the actual 
indwelling of Christ's pure life which 
is substituted (internally ) for the 
impure life of the simer. ''Justifi- 
cation by faith’’ means that faith it- 
self as aqualitas makes the believer 
righteous in the sight of God. 


While thousands of Protestants 
may applaud the wonderful changes 
taking place in Rome, in reality 
nothing has changed at all! The 
church which has proved herself 
capable of adopting the institutions 
of paganism and adapting them to 
her own use Can also adopt the slo- 
gans of Protestantism and adapt 


them to her own usc. 


The Reformation principle of just- 
ification always points to the saving 
realities which are compietely out- 
side of man. Grace is pure mercy 
which is outside of man in the heart 
of God. The righteousness which 
justifies is outside of man, for it is 
the obedience which Jesus Christ 
performed two thousand years ago. 
In justification this righteousness is 
not infused, but imputed. It is not 
in man, who is on earth, but in 
Christ, who is in heaven. Faith 
justifies, not because it has any in- 
trinsic merit, but solely because it 
is the instrument which accepts the 
imputed gift. Justification by faith 
means that I live in the favor of God 
by the righteousness which is found 
in Another. It means to be accepted 
as righteous because Another is 
righteous. In every way it leads me 
"to the Rock which is higher than [."' 


What happens in Romanism is that 
everything is internalized. The 
words grace, righteousness, justi- 
fication, substitution may -zemain 
but they no longer have that outside- 
of -rne meaning. The work of the 
Holy Spirit in us is substituted for 
the work of Christ for us as the 
“formal cause" of pardon and ac- 
ceptance. The inward renewal of the 
believer is put in the place of the 
imputed righteousness of Christ. 
God's transforming act in man com- 


pletely overshadows God's grace 
for man. The focus of attention is 


not outward, but inward: not in 
heaven at the right hand of God, but 
‘in the cave of the heart" and in “the 
new interior life." 


We deal with Rome at the head of 
all the religious "isms’’ because she 
ts the ''mother" of "’the abominations 
of the earth't (see Rev. 17:5). It is 
this system which most perfectly 
epitomizes all false religions. Every 
devious ism can find its true home 
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here, for the common denominator 
of all false religion is its preoccu- 
pation with the interior life of the 
worshiper. 


PENTECOSTALBM 


The truth of justification by faith 
calls the whole Pentecostal-Chazis- 
matic movement into question. No 
one can come to grips with the re- 
alities of justification by faith and at 
the same time subscribe to the basic 
principles of Pentecostalism. 


We do not deny that there are true 
Christians who subscribe to the 
Pentecostal thesis. To deny this 
would be to deny grace. Many Pen- 
tecostals have written and told us 
that they believe in justification by 
faith. We thank God for that. Our 
plea to them is that together we al- 
low the radical implications of just- 
ification by faith to call our ideas 
and practices into question. There 
are four points that could be raised 
about Pentecostalism in the light of 
justification: 


1. When God justifies the fallen 
sinner for the sake of Christ alone, 
Ke does this by ascribing to the be- 
liever all that Christ did in His holy 
Obedience on cur behalf. All that 
Christ is in glorified humanity at 
God's right handthat is to say, all 
His unconquerable righteousness 
with all that it merits and inherits— 
belongs to the needy Sinner who joins 
himself to Christ in living faith. This 
is the gift that comprehends and 
swallows up all else. 


Now if our Pentecostal friends 
confess with us the magnitude of this 
gift of justification, why do they talk 
about the experience of being bap- 
tized inthe Spirit as if it were some- 
thing higher and better than what 
every believer in Jesus possesses? 


The present gift of the Holy Spirit 


is only the "down payment" (Eph. 1: 
13, 14) of what we have been given in 
Jesus Christ. The grace of justifi- 
cation is like the water in the whole 
ocean. The inward experience is 
like the little shell holding some of 
that water. A gift which can be re- 
duced to the dimension or the intra- 
human experience of a sinful mortal 
is not very big after all! An inheri- 
tance that could be carried about on 
one's person or even in a couple of 
suitcases would not be too fabulous. 


2. When Pentecostalism presup- 
poses a second subsequent experi- 
ence in addition toGod's justification 
it implies that the free gift of Christ's 
righteousness to the believer does 
not suffice to being the infilling, or 
baptism, of the Holy Spirit. Fut 
justification means’ that since 
Christ's righteousness is imputed to 
the believer, God must not only re- 
gard him but treat him as righteous. 
Is not a justified man righteous with 
God? Does not God delight in and 
love to embrace a righteous man? 
Then why suspend the gracious effu- 
sion of the Holy Spirit to a subsequent 
event? The apostle Paul says that 
the Spirit comes with the blessing of 
justification (Rom. 5:1-5; 8:1-10; Gal. 
3:1-14; Eph. 1:13, etc.}. A justification 
before God which does not bring the 
Holy Spirit abundantly ( Titus 3:5-8) 
is no justification at all and would 
merit very little talking about—which 
is generally the case among charis- 
matic enthusiasts. 


3. If the reception of Christ's 
imputed righteousness by faith alone 
does not bring with it the abundant 
gift of the Spirit, other steps or 
techniques must be resorted to in 
order to obtain heaven's best.'' Here 
the door is opened to a new kind of 
legalism. People become obsessed 
with getting the Spirit by their own 
acts of "absolute surrender," ‘total 
dedication,"" or "eradication of the 
self.'' The attention is turned from 
the gospel message that Christ has 





THE CHRISTIAN 
CHURCH IS INUNDATED 
WITH “ISMS” OF EVERY 

STRIPE AND HUE... 
ALL ERROR IS UNITED 
IN ITS OPPOSITION TO 

THE PRINCIPLE OF 

‘Justification by Faith 
sclially Won the Spirit 4 tor ‘the ies 
liever by His own acts of absolute 
surrender, total dedication, and the 
putting away of sin which took place 


on Calvary (Acts 2:33; Gal. 3:13, 14; 
John 7:38, 39). 





Paul reminded the foolish Galatians 
that the Spirit came (Gal. 3:2) and 
continues to be givea abundantly (Gal. 
3:5, literal translation) by the hear- 
ing of faith. Gospel preaching is 
proclaiming how the Spirit comes to 
men by the conquering acts of Jesus 
Christ on man’s behalf. Galatianism 
proclaims how men may come to the 
Spirit. 





4. The overwhelming preoccupa- 
tion of Pentecostalism is the inward 
life of the believer. Its predominant 
testimony is to the inward experience 
of the Spirit rather than to the his- 
torical action of God in Jesus Christ. 
For this reason Pentecostal spiritu- 
ality is in fundamental harmony with 
Roman Catholic spirituality (see 
documentation in Present Truth, 
Special Issue, "Justification by Faith 
and the Charismatic Movement"). 
Pentecostalism has been abie to 
bridge the gulf between Romanism 
and Protestantism, but the traffic 
across the bridge is mostly one way. 
Every religious experience which is 
a denial of justification by faith finds 
its true home in Rome. 


THE 
PIONEER 


RULE 


W. CARL KETCHERSIDE 


There was a rule about which Alex- 
ander Campbell waxed _ especially 
eloquent. He wrote: "It deserves to 
be written in characters of gold upon 
the walls of every man's study, upon 
the door of every place of instruction, 
and inscribed upon the title page of 
every book."' In another sentence, he 
said about the same rule: ‘We have 
learned onelessonof great importance 
in the pursuit of truth; one that acts 
aS a pioneer to prepare the way to 
hnowledge~one that cannot be adopted 
and acted upon, but the result must 
be salutary." 


It is evident that Campbell! set great 
store by this forerunner of knowledge, 
because he urged his readers to 
familiarize themselves with it. ''Read- 
er, commit this rule to memory, and 
treasure it in your heart, if you would 
have the assurance of certainty in 
your conclusions, and the conscious- 
ness of the divine approvation of your 
conduct.'' What is the rule to which 
such respect should be paid? Here is 


the direct quotation from Campbell. 


"It is this: Never to hoid any sentiment or 
proposition as more certain than the evidence 
upon which it rests; or, in other words, that 
our assent to any proposition shouid be pre- 
cisely proportioned to the evidence on which 
it rests." 


I must confess that when I became 
familiar with this "golden rule" of 
interpretation some twenty-five years 
ago, it completely changed my ap- 
proach to the implementation of re- 
vealed truth. It dawned upon me that 
the heavier the emphasis upon secon- 
dary or subservient matters, even 
though they may be true, the less 
power will be given to promote primary 
and foundational truths. 


I suspect neglect of this rule is at the 
root of most sectarian and partisan 
establishments, including our own. I 
now know men and women in many 
sectarian alignments and I find them 
as Sincere and earnest in the quest 
for truth as I deem myself tobe. But 
they, like ourselves, believe they 
have discovered negitected and for- 
saken truths, and in order to protect 
and preserve them, they build walls 
around them and cluster inside those 
walls to defend them, and to segregate 
themselves from others who have 
either not found the same items, or 
do not deem them of sufficient im- 
portance to break the ties of family 
fellowship. 


As I look at my own life I am fully 
aware thatI hold as true most of the 
propositions to which I formerly gave 
assent. But I can now see that the 
reasoning by which I attained to my 
conclusions is not as clearand appar- 
ent to others as it is to me. Nor is 
the weight of evidence as strong in 
support of someof these matters as it 
is for the truths which are more vital 
to our relationship in Christ Jesus. 
some of the things which are dear to 
me are the result of my own deduction 


from scripture, while others have 
been deduced by other investigators of 
revelation. But they are deductions. 
They must not be bound upon others 
further than they can see them for 
themselves. They must never to made 
tests of union or communion. 


Campbell wrote about his significant 
rule: ''Let the amount of evidence be 
the measure of our confidence, and 
we will be more careful in forming 
and more modest in expressing our 
Opinions; our zeal and our knowledge 
would not be so disproportioned; and 
at the same time, we would not be 
wanting in zeal for the truth, which 





alone can justly claim our reverence, 
and command ovr obedience.” 


That was written July 4, 1823, and 
although more than a century and a 
half has passed into history since it 
was penned, } still read it with deep 
appreciation. If I am "more modest 
in expressing my opinions” it is nota 
sign of growing weakness in the faith, 
but an indication of the kind of matur- 
ity which manifests itself in the ability 
to "distinguish between that which 


differs."’ 
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THE END OF THE PROTESTANT ERA 


Joe Black 


Birmingham, Alabama 


Among believers there are basically 
only two approaches to God. Each 
claims to be Biblical, but they do not 
mix. A believer may have either a 
Protestant approack or a Roman 
Church approach, but he can not hold 
both at the same time. Yes, I have 
already read the Church of Christ 
tract, ''Neither Catholic, Protestant, 
or Jew'':; we are only Kidding our- 
selves. Obpviously the differences 
have nothing to do with popes and 
indulgences. Luther was ciritical of 
abuses but others also were critical 
who never left the Roman Church. 
There are two basic differences that 
cannot be reconciled. 


A person has a right to either view, 
but he is not free to choose one until 
he understands the difference. Which 
ever view he takes he is still a fel- 
low -believer and we must accept 
him as such. We are all imperfect 
in our understanding and practice of 


God's will. We should not expect 
God to accept us with our imperfec- 
tions and condemn others for theirs. 
We must not make ourselves wiser 
than Paul who declared those saved 
who confess Jesus as Lord and be- 
lieve in their hearts God has raised 
him from the dead. Stone me for 
Saying it, but the truth of it will 
remain. We are not God. 


Our country is presently enjoying a 
great religious revival, but there is 
considerable evidence that most 
Protestants have assumed a Catholic 
approach to God without realizing it. 
Commenting on this, a Catholic 
scholar, Louis Bouyer, writes, ''The 
Protestant revival... recalls the best 
and most authentic elements of the 
Catholic tradition.”” The fact that 
many revivalists regard themselves 
anti-Catholic makes no difference. 
fie points out they are simply in the 
dark about how the heart of their 


emphasis is in profound harmony 
with the Medieval Church. He closes 
with an appear to fellow Catholics to 
prepare for the inevitable return of 
the ‘‘separated brethren" under the 
contemporary revival. 


A few years ago Protestant scholar, 
Paul Tillich, observed that we have 
reached ''the end of the Protestant 
era.’ Protestantism, he declares, 
changed when it was. transplanted 
onto the American continent. The 
distinction between the two approach~ 
es was lost. Not even seminary 
rrofessors understood the differen- 
ces. He writes, ''Thus when | came 
to America twenty years ago, the 
theology of the Reformation was 


almost unknown in Union Theological 
seminary because of the different 
traditions, and the reduction of the 
Protestant tradition nearer to the 
non-Protestant traditions." 


Interesting, is it not? Both these 
scholars agree the Protestant era 
is at an end. The trend isa return 
to the mother church of Rome. The 
Church of Christ is not free from 
this trend. There are reasons why 
scholars feel this way. Let us teave 
our sectarian attitude at the door 
and study together the great ap Sites 
of the Reformation. 
Cahaba Valley Church of Christ 


$139 Caldwell Mill Road 
Birmingham, Alabama 35244 





IS GRACE “BAD-NEWS?” 


Michael Hall 


3004B Augusta Drive 
Denton, Texas 76201 


When some people hear the "Good 
News" it thrills them as a message 
of liberation. They experience the 
message with a great sense of re- 
lease from guilt and fear. It's like 
a fresh breeze in a stuffy room to 
them. It motivates them to want to 
grow, change, become, love. It is 
GOOD-news to them; exciting, viable 
and something they just have toshare. 


But others experience it differentiy. 
The Good-News threatens’ them. 
They are suspicious of it; distrustful, 
skeptical. The message of grace 
sounds like a license for iniquity to 
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them. They are fearful about the 
freedoms it promises, the unstruct- 
ured and unspecific obligations and 
the spontaneity that it generates. 
Such believers might be able to ver- 
balize the dominant motif of the New 
Testament that "we are saved by 
grace through faith...'’; but that is 
NOT the burning passion of their 
preaching. They still preach law, 
commandments, obligations, warn- 
ings and rebukes. They still seek to 
motivate people by speaking of God's 
anger, His wrath, His judgment, 
rather than His love, grace, mercy, 
peace, etc. In fact, the words "love" 
and "'mercy'' somehow have connota- 


tions of softness to them. [It sounds 
too wishy-washy for their tastes. 


Why is this so? Why does iegalism 
die so hard? If God's grace is so 
great, why do we lapse back under 
law so easily? When God says He 
accepts us just as we are, why do 
we follow a life-style devised to 
EARN His blessings and acceptance? 
Why do we seem so incurably bent 
toward being legalists? ? 


There are tough questions, yet 
pragmatic questions. Those of us 
who try to communicate the Good- 
News AS GOOD-news need to seri- 
ously consider them and take them 
into account in our communication 
attempts. 


FIRST, WE HAVE A GREAT NEED 
FOR SECURITY. When each of us 
made our advent into the world, we 
were totally helpless and dependent. 
This began non-verbal feelings of 
insecurity. The sense of alienation 
from our mother's womb was fright- 
ening and traumatic. To overcome 
our separateness and uncertainty 
about life, we ciung desperately to 
the security and protection we found 
in our parental guardians. Our Not- 
OKness (in T.A. language} was made 
OK by their love and presence. Often, 
when we would get out of line, they 
would utilize fear motivation and 
phy sical pain to controlus. Security 
and love often (and tragically) was 
conditional and associated with ma- 
nipulative tactics. Through years of 
habit we naturally associated such 
things together. It was the norm, 
the way we experienced life; it just 
"felt" that this was the way things 
should be. 


Consequently, we usually experienced 
quite a turbulent period during ado- 
lesence when we were given more 
freedom and responsibility. We 
wanted our freedom, but we were 


most fearful about the new respon- 
sibilities and the lack of structure. 
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This analogy is spiritually significant. 
In Christ, God's grace repudiates 
fear for it doesn't motivate by guilt 
or coercement. Rather, it liberates. 
Unlike parental acceptance and 
blessings, it doesn’t precipitate ac- 
ceptance or love upon performance. 


Since we can't "do it on our own" 
anyway, Since we Can't "'prove" our- 
selves worthy of it anyway, we can't 
rely ona set of rules. We're freed 
from the static security of rule- 
keeping! 


That's why we want to be under iaw 
again—for the security that it pro- 
vides! It's frightening, new, differ- 
ent, strange to be told that we are 
FULLY, TOTALLY COMPLETELY 
ACCEPTED BY GOD on the basis of 
what Jesus did, and not upon the 
basis of our own good behavior. 
This perspective underscores the 
fact that God's love and grace is not 
a TRUISM. Itis not a self-revealed 
fact, or self-evident revelation. We 
naturally suspect that he isn't loving 
Or gracious and that in the end He's 
gcoing to get us in the judgment and 
condemn us. That He loves sinners, 
died for the ungodly and justifies the 
wicked (Rom. 4:5; 5:6-10) sounds too 
incredible. It seems like He's taking 
a too great a risk with us. 


SECONDLY, WE HAVE AN IN- 
HERENT NEED FOR STRUCTURE 


As children, we were controlled by 
external pressure: we were spanked, 
scolded, denied some privileges. 
That experience entrenched within 
us the expectation that God will 
Similarly have to threaten, coerce, 
and punish us into conformity! 
Spiritually, we suppose that we'll 
always be not merely children, but 
infants who would never WANT to be 
Obedient. We expect that He will 
have to motivate us out of fear and 
guilt. But then He doesn't. He ex- 





pects us to grow up, mature and 
assume our responsibilities. And 
that scares us. 


The fear that we have about our- 
selves and others is that we won't be 
abie to restrain ourselves. We will 
20 wild. When all the external con- 
trols are dropped and the controls 
are to be internalized, we're fright- 
ened by that liberty. We're so used 
to being controlled and controlling 
others by external means that we 
just don't trust ourselves or others 
(especially others) to be controlled 
from within: voluntarily, cheerfully, 
willingly . 


It's not the case that there are no 
guidelines for the Christian. There 
are. But they are not specific and 
detailed enough for the insecure Der- 
son. lLegalistic rules fit right into 
our need for security and structure. 
They keep us from having to THINK 
for ourselves and face the conflicts 
of decision - making. We would 
rather be told what to think and do 
than have to weigh our life-decisions 
into the Jesus~-mold of "What would 
Jesus do?" ‘What would be most 
Christ-like?" 


Grace teaches us, but only in prin- 
ciples (Titus 2:11ff), It lays out a 
broad framework for our disciple- 
ship and then liberates us to spon- 
taneously and willingly respond. 
That's why the New Testament 
Scriptures never answers_ such 
questions as, how often do I have to 
go to assembly? How much do] have 
to give? How holy must I be? What 
places must I never go, etc. Such 
freedom is disturbing and we have to 
watch ourselves lest we write upa 
new list of laws to escape the re- 
sponsibility of our freedom and 
discipleship. 


THIRD, WE HAVE A GREAT 
NEED FOR DEPENDENCY AND 
APPROVAL 
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We all want to be approved. That's 
just an inherent aspect of our psy- 
chology. We need to feel that we are 
OK. Yet, because our whole human 
experience is based so much upon 
conditional OKness (i.e., if we suc- 
ceed), it's a difficult confession to 
really feel "all the way down" into 
the depths of our being that we can't 
make it on our own, that we have 
irrepairably "fallen short of the 
glory of God" and that there's NO 
WAY whatever to get right with Him. 
That's a humbling, crushing blow to 
our pride. 


Of course, most of the time we don't 
feel that utter sense of complete and 
total FAILURE and HELPLESSNESS. 
In fact, we do everything we can to 
NEVER face that truth. It's too hard 
to face. Yet that is the foundational 
assumption of Christianity and the 
implied confession of the Christian 
who accepts God's grace—that the 
basis of our APPROVAL rests solely 
totally and completely with God. 


To escape this confessionof sin, we 
substitute a law-system that is 
KEEPABLE, external rules which 
are observable for the impossible 
demands of God. Legalism then is 
actually a "neatly disguised form of 
rebellion." It's a form of denying 
that we can't make it on our own. It 
seeks to earn and merit one’s ap- 
proval by good works and morality. 


FINALE: The GoodNews can be-~ 
come "perverted" into bad news. It 
occurs whenever grace iS over- 
Shadowed by an overemphasis on 
rule -keeping (Gal. 1:6-9). It's an 
easy transition, but a fatal one. Let's 
be aware of our human tendency 
toward legalism in order that wecan 
help people HEAR the Good-News of 
God's grace and experience it as 
something truly liberating, positive 
and maturing. 


DENOMINATIONS § «@ continunnc series) 


Is an Imperfect Church ao Denomination? 





Editor 


In the last issue I left off by asking bro. Nichols if he would fellowship 
David Lipscomb (if he were alive) for saying that there were non-sectarians 
in sectarian churches, that some were in Baptist, Methodist, and Presby- 
terian churches. However, { don't expect a clear-cut answer because bro. 
Nichols won't go against this old Restoration hero. 











It was Lipscomb's belief along with other Restoration leaders that there 
were Christians in all the sects (denominations). The whole objective of 
the ''movement" was to unite the Christians in ALL the sects. How could 
Christians be united if there were no Christians in the sects to unite? 


From what Pervie teaches, and what is generally taught in Churches of 
Christ, we must declare the Restoration Movement a complete success! 
Why? Because, according to Pervie, ALL Christians are NOW united in 
the Church of Christ, since there are none in the sects! Just recently I 
read a statement in one of our journals from a missionary who had visited 
a foreign country where denominational groups had been wortleing for 75 
years, who said: "They claim to have 25,000 baptized believers in Mali, 
who are members of their churches. And yet, we do not know of a single 
member of the Lord’s church in the entire country!'"'-word for word. So 
this proves the restoration objective was a success, for there were no 
Christians among those sects of 25,000 to unite. Lord Help Us! Sucha 
statement is grossly sectarian, not to mention presumptuous and bigoted. 


The truth is, our restoration movement has made acomplete circle until 
we're now back at the very point where Alexander Campbell started; but 
worse, we're more entrenched in sectarianism than ever before. 


QUESTION 8: "Do all of those who are ‘saved' worship behind doors 
labeled Church of Christ?" 


8. ANSWER: Evidently he refers to members of the Lord's 

~ Church. Although a church might wear a scriptural name, it 
could teach and practice things contrary to the Scriptures. 
Hence, a child of God who attempts to worship in a church which 
wears a human name digresses from the truth. The editor 
evidently thinks a child of God can worship scripturally in a 
denomination. Since they do not follow the divine pattern for 
Christian worship, how could worship in one of them be accept- 
able to God? It is a sin to engage in unscriptural worship 
anywhere. Mt. 15:9. 


THE NAME 


First, the Bible is completely silent in reference to a specific designation, 
title, for the N. T. church—which would be to '"denominate" it were it 
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otherwise. It is simply the "ecclesia", the saved, the com:nunity of believ - 

ers, the sanctified. Therefore, to title the church at all is to be unscrip-: 
tural, in the sense that scripture does not identify the church by proper 
name. To place stock in any name in deciding whether or not a community 

of believers are true or false is to start with an unscriptura! premise. 


Pervie says that a church may wear a scriptural name but "teach and 
practice things contrary to the scriptures.'* Wouldn't this mean then that 
every Church of Christ that teaches or practices anything unscriptural 
izecomes a false, denominational church? And if this be true concerning 
things "practiced", would it not also apply to things "unpracticed’'? If 
unscriptural "commission" makes one a denomination, wouldn't scriptural 
“omission” do the same?? Where is the difference? 


There is no difference. ‘Therefore, bro. Nicho!s has eliminated us from all 
contention, for there are no communities of saints who teach and practice 
all that God requires. The name by which a group may choose to identify 
itself is not a factor in determining its spiritual standing oeforeGod. If the 
sviritual validity of any group of believers must be determined on the basis 
of things taught and practiced, and since all groups of believers have faults 
in both categories, this relegates us to the same level before God as all 
other professed Christians. If having faults makes others a denomination, 
then by any test of reason this makes the Church of Christ the same. It 
may be hard to accept, but we too have faults. 


Pervie says that the Christian who worships in adenomination sins because 
he does not worship according to the divine pattern. Is the denomination 
a'‘denomination" because it fails to follow a pattern? Here too we must 
include ourselves, because we have shown in past issues that our modern 
"pattern" of worship is not fully in accordance with N. T. worship. We 
have shown that the Bible enjoins no binding patternof worship. This 
means that when Pervie BINDS a pattern (a humanlyenvisioned one) which 
doesn't exist, he usurps the authority of God by making it a condition of 
salvation; and that my brethren is anti-scriptural. There is simply no way 
for the Church of Christ to distinguish itself from denominational churches 
on the basis of perfection in teaching and practice. I can see no difference 
whatever between being correct in doctrine and imperfect in practice, and 
being imperfect in doctrine and correct in practice. Where we fall short 
others may excel, and vice-versa. It is totally unreasonable to assume 
that one is the true church and the other a denomination when each of them 
have faults. 


Looking at it another way, if 'fault’' is the criteria that determines de- 
nominationalism, then each Christian who has a fault is a denominationalist 
And the church being made up of individuals,all having faults, then this 
constitutes the whole church as a denomination. If not, why not? It seems 
that with every stone we hur! at others we end up "beaning” our own heads. 


QUESTION 9. "Are there any saved people in other Restoration churches 
who baptize for the remission of sins''? 


S. ANSWER: "Other Restoration churches" is taken to mean the 


churches use mechanical instruments of music in their worship. 
Does the editor believe their worship is acceptable to God? Does 
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he think these churches have restored the worship of the churches 
in the first century? What church in the first century used 
mechanical instruments of music in worship? These do not qualify 
as "restoration churches.'"' The only churches to do so are 
churches of Christ, those who possess the marks of the New 
Testament church. 


It is noticeable that bro. Nichols’ answer to my question consists of a 
series of his own questions while mine goes unanswered. F.owever, we 
know Pervie's answer. He can't afford to state clearly that anyone who 
believes, repents of his sins, and is baptized to remove them is a Christian 
born into the kingdom of God regardless of where, when, or what he does 
afterwards. This would be an admission that one may become a child of 
God by being scripturally baptized into a Restoration church which he 
thinks is a denomination. It is sad when a man who has dedicated his life 
to the service of God cannot make an honest admission for fear of his party. 


Frankly I can't see the connection between the "music" question and being 
"baptized in other Restoration churches? As we have stated previously, 
there is no binding pattern of N. T. worship. It is true that we can't find 
any case where instrumental m:isic was used in first century worship; yet 
at the same time we would have considerable difficulty proving that they 
even Participated in "congregational" singing. Any similarity between the 
music of the first century and today is simply non-existent. Someone has 
already suggested that if one from the first century could visit one of our 
Sunday morning worship services, he wouldn't have the faintest idea of 
what was going on! 


QUESTION 10. Eow many doctrinal errors does it take for «''true'’ church 
of Christ to become a denomination? Or, how much ignorance may a church 
possess and still be considered a true church of Christ? 


10. ANSWER: The church at Corinth embraced a number of 
“doctrinal errors", and was thus a sinful church (1 Cor, 1:10-; 
numbers 1-10), but it was still the church of Christ (1 Cor. 1:2). 
The churches of Galatia became removed from the gospel (1:6), 
some accepting the doctrine of Judaism, but were still churches 
of Christ. The church in Pergamum (Rev. 2:12) had some that held 
to the teaching of Balaam and the Nicolatians, but was a real church 
of Christ. Jesus called upon it to repent. Even though they sinned 
by em>racing and advocating ''doctrinal errors", this did not change 
them into denominations, No doubt some of th2se churches did not 
know any better, but their ignorance is no justification for denom~ 
inations, as bro. Kilpatrick seems to think. Atl of the ignorance 
and false doctrine he may find in some churches of Christ will not 
justify denominations, and their false doctrines. ‘Vilful ignorance 
and false teaching are wrong anywhere. 


If bro. Nichols hadn't already shot his argument in previous answers, he 
surely puts the clincher to it in this one! When the fallacy of an argument 
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floats on the surface as does this one, it hardly seems necessary to reply. 
Lest the reader misunderstand, we are not trying to "Justify denominations" 
as Pervie continues to imply. All religiois division is wrong, whether 
perpetuated by others or ourselves. What we do imply is that all churches 
are afflicted with imperfections to one degree or another, and that all 
occupy the same standing before God regardless of what sign hangs over 
the door. What kind of reasoning is it that says that a church burdened with 
all those errors delienated by bro. Nichols is ''still the church of Christ", 
but those of this century who have the same errors are false churches! 
This is not just "sectarianism gone to seed", it's the year's second growth! 


Note the type of first century churches pointed out by Pervie that were 
"still churches of Christ" in spite of their sins. 


e The Corinthian church embraced errors and was a Sinful church. 

e The churches of Galatia became removed from the gospel and some 
accepted Judaism. 

e The church of Pergamum held to the teaching of Balaam and the Nico- 
latians who sinned by embracing doctrinal error. 

e Some of them didn't know any better! ''. ..but they were still churches 
of Christ." 


Yet, bro. Nichols argues that if a twentieth century church uses instruments 
in its worship it is NOT a church of Christ, and doesn't qualify as a "res- 
toration church". Strange, indeed! Note, too, that Paul said that those 
Galatians who "accepted Judaism" were "severed from Christ'', and had 
"fallen from grace” (Gal. 5:4), but Pervie says they were still churches 
of Christ. (‘Once saved always saved? 7?) 


Now, if we may draw a conclusion from this we would have to say that bro. 
Nichols teaches that a church may be '"'severed from Christ" and "fallen 
from grace" and still be the church of Christ. This goes far beyond any- 
thing we have ever said, for we have never said that a church "severed" 
from Christ is still a church of Christ. 


Since bro. Nichols has singled out the Christian Church and the Disciples 
of Christ, let's for the sake of argument compare them with those first 
century churches in error. The Christian Church, Church of Christ. and 
Disciples all grew out of the same Campbell-Stone "'restoration''movement 
who later divided over the music question and missionary societies. Before 
the division, these churches constituted the true "restored" church of 
Christ. Again, for the sake of argument, let's assume that the Christian 
Church and Disciples of Christ were at fault. They, then, being the "true'' 
restored «church that went into error must parallel those first century 
churches who likewise went into error, BUT WERE STILL CHURCHES OCF 
CHRIST! This being true, why is it that the Christian Church and Disciples 
of Christ are not "STILL" churches of Christ just like those of the first 
century ?? Can these twentieth century churches be any worse than those 
first century churches? 


In all this we must also include the Churches of Christ. There are no per- 
fect churches, evt-n among us; but we are still churches of Christ. Brethren 
if it works for us, it ought to work the same for others. Bro. Nichols’ 
argument is purely sectarian. a 
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Editorial - from page 3 


Capacity, or through an "office'' endowed with power and authority, In ? Pet. 
0:1-3 the apostle means simply that the ''older" men in the congregation 
are to manifest leadership through the employment of their superior 
qualities, '...not as lords (with authority), but as EXAMPLES!" Sewell 
said in this connection (commenting on Matt. 20:25, 26, Gospel Advocate): 


The idea that this work of overseeing and feeding the flock is done 
by official authority is utterly foreign to the teaching of God's 
word. Thus Jesus nipped in the bud all idea of official authority 
among his disciples. He virtually said to them in the above pas- 
sage: ''Ye shall not exercise official authority over one another, 
like the Gentiles, like the governments of this world." Thus, for 
all time and in all countries, he cuts off completely and for ever- 
more the idea of official authority in the church. —1898, p. 717. 


Bro. Stone confuses authority with responsibility. In earthly affairs, es- 
pecially in government, when one is given a certain responsibility he is 
normally given equal authority to carry it out. We can even Say that in the 
church there is an authority which is equal to responsibility, but in a totally 
different sense than that used by bro. Stone. God has given every Christian 
the authority (right) to use whatever talent he may possess, but not by 
dictatorial power. Authority in this case means only that the Christian has 
the right to carry out the responsibility imposed upon him by virtue of 
possessing ability (ref. parable of the talents). Therefore, the older men 
in the congregation (elders, as in 1 Pet. 5:1-3) who are exceptionally well 
qualified by virtue of tenure have the same authority (right) to carry out 
their responsibilities as do the ''one talent'' Christians, and no more. All 
Christians, regardless of natural ability, have the duty to fulfill his/her 
spiritwal obligations, and this is the total meaning of the word "authority" 
as the scriptures apply it to man. 


It is true that for a congregation to function smoothly and efficiently, some 
leadership is needed to steer it towards its goal. Andit is right that the 
church appoint men with exceptional spiritual qualities to fulfill the needs 
of the congregation. But note that they are appointed, not to fulfill some 
universal church need, but the needs of the local congregation. It does not 
mean that after appointment the congregation no longer has any Say in what 
goes on. Rather than being an authority divinely invested, what authority 
the elders possess is exactly what was invested in them by the congregation. 
In the same way that authority was invested, it may also be divested. That 
is, if a congregation has the authority fo appoint those whom they consider 
qualified to lead, then they surely have the same authority to disqualify 
those who prove themselves unfit. Therefore, instead of the congregation 
being ‘‘under"' the elders, the elders are under the congregation! And 
while we're on the subject, it is totally without biblical sanction or bibilical 
precedent for the "eldership" to ask a fellow-elder to "step down", regard- 
less of the circumstance. Dismissing an elder is the duty of those who 


appointed him. Again bro. Sewell has an appropriate comment: 


Itis also true that the oversight of a congregation is not a matter 
of official! authority over it, but a matter of service under Christ, 


17 





the Head. An overseer must be apt to teach—that is, to teach the 
word of God to members and impress upon them the importance 
of acting as the word of God requires. These overseers are not 
Officers, like governors or magistrates, to carry out laws by 
force of official authority. It is their business to teach the word 
and urge and exhort the people to obey the word as in submission 
to Christ, the great Head of the church (Sewell, 1898, p. 717). 


Bro. Stone seems alarmed that we teach that the elders have no authority 
save by example. Is this "strange doctrine"? ? 


All the authority they (bishops) possess in any matter is the moral 
weight their wisdom and devotion carry with them... The elders 
are not to rule by official authority or power, but to do it in love... 
the whole authority is in the word of God...The whole evil has 
grown out of false notions concerning official power and thirst for 
power among ''so-called" officials (Lipscomb, op cit). 


Now, contrast these excerpts with a statement made recently by one of our 
brotherhood editors concerning the "judgment" of 1 Cor. 1:10: "Every mem- 
ber of the congregation, even though he has a contrary opinion. is to yield 
or give up tothe judgments of the eldership.'"' He goes on to Say that even 
in cases where elders use poor judgment , and the judgment of the congre- 
gation is even better, 'In any case, however, every member of the con- 
gregation must yield to the eldership in matters of judgment." Brethren, 
this is true only where elders have the authority to LORD IT OVER THE 
FLOCK! If this is not a clear violation of. Matthew 20:25, 26, then there is 
no such thing! Jesus goes on to Say "’... but whoever would be great among 
you must be your servant, and whoever would be first among you must be 
your slave.'"' Imagine, if you can, a group of elders insisting on having 
their own way against the will of the congregation being "servants" of the 
congregation! The editor's mistake is in assuming that the elders "serve 
God" even in opposition to the congregation, rather than "'serving the 
congregation" under God. As Lipscomb said, it is the duty of elders "...to 
satisfy every man's objections and seek to remove them and so lead as 
examples...'' This is the Bible way. 


The foregoing and following excerpts, mainly from the Gospel Advocate, 
were taken from the December 31, 1978 issue of the Firm Foundation (a 
classic issue), from an article by Jack R. Hackworth, ''Concerning Elders", 
and from an article of excerpts from a book titled, ‘Restoration Ideas on 
Church Organization'’*, compiled by J. Ridley Stroop. 


Bro. Hackworth began his article with excerpts from scholars past and 
present showing the meaning of the word "elder." 


All words are to be understood in their literal sense, unless the 
evident meaning of the context forbids. Figures are the exception, 
literal language the rule. —J. D. Thomas, Firm Foundation, 6 
September 1966. 


Now, the word elder simply means older man. —E. R. Harper 


* This 221 pase boo!; may be ordered from Firm Foundation. $3.50. 
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Elder is from the Greek word presbuteros and means older. 
—Cecil Douthitt 


The truth is that the attempt to change the meaning of the word 
elder, older. ..into a suddenly created officer is a complete sub- 
version of the meaning of a plain Greek and English word. 
—Tolbert Fanning. 


Bro. Hackworth says, ‘In 1 Peter 5:1-5 it is evident that elder means just 
what the foregoing affirms it means; elder is used in contrast to younger. 
Both words are adjectives, and the nowns not being expressed have to be 
understood and supplied; therefore older men and young men. This is the 


Spirit's use of the terms speaking through Peter." 


Paul did not leave Titus in Crete to make or create elders by 
appointing or ordaining them to office. ..Elders were not created 
by a ceremony called ordination. . .they were already elders in the 
cities of Crete... Neither could Titus ordain elders in every city 
if there were no elders to ordain. ~A. A. Brunner, Gospel Advo- 
cate; 1889, p. 336. 


... they were therefore elders before they were appointed and were 
not appointed to the eldership. ~W. N. Abernathy, Gospel Advocate; 
1904, p. 116. 


We have never yet seen in the New Testament, the least ground 
for the authority of certain individuals, termed officers to act 
independently of the congregation. Still such a notion as Official 
authority vested in a few individuals to act for the congregation is 
not to be found in any example or precept in the word of truth. 
(W. Lipscomb, 1889, p. 681). 


God, it is true, made it the duty of older persons amongst Jews 
and Christiansto perform service, unsuitable for younger persons; 
but they were to do the work, not from officially conferred author- 
ity, but because of their natural and acquired fitness for the 
service. (Fanning, 1867, p. 681). 


Whenever a man in the church of Christ claims authority or ex- 
ercises power merely on official grounds, he is as essentially a 
pope and claims the prerogatives of papacy as fully as does he oi 
Rome (Lipscomb, 1877, p. 232). 


Again, the thinking handed down from past leaders may not have cometous 
through divine inspiration, but they do show the wide breach between what 
brethren taught then, and what brethren teach today—and let the reader 


determine which is the "innovation." 


We agree that there is a "dangerous trend", as mentioned by bro. Stone, 
but let's understand where and what the trend is. 
that elders do not have official, divinely invested power and authority, but 
it is in the usurping of such authority. Therefore, rather than "laying the 
matter to rest" through superior argumentation, let's lay it to rest by 


abiding by the admonition of Matthew 20:25, 26. 
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Editorial 


The may issue of Searching the Scriptures (non-cooperative magazine } 
contained an article devoted exclusively to "writing up'' the Present Truth 
magazine. The report contained an error that needs correcting. Since we 
have been running a series of articles by the editor of Present Truth, 
Robert Brinsmead, and since the editor of Searching the Scriptures is not 
noted for his willingness to correct his mistakes, we must correct it here. 
The writer of the article said: 


The keynote writer is Geoffrey J. Paxton* who is identified as 

an Angiician clergyman and principal of the Queensland Bible 
Institute, Brisbane, Austrailia. The editor is Robert D. Brins- 
mead. His religious background or connections are never 
mentioned. It wasn't until a few weeks ago that I learned he is _ 
a Seventh-Day Adventist. — Searching the Scriptures, May 1978. 


It is possible that the writer could have been misled by a report in the 
March issue of Eternity magazine, which reads in part, 


Last month this space mentioned an interesting, if little publi- 
cized, controversy among Seventh-Day Adventists over the 
grounds of our acceptance with God. A minority among them, 
led by Robert Brinsmead, has even launched a publication 
called Present Truth to advocate one understanding of justifi- 
cation by faith. 


In an almost simultaneous issue of Present Truth, Brinsmead puts the 
whole matter straight: 








I am a former member of the Seventh-Day Adventist Church 
who trained for its ministry from 1955 to . Iretained fay 
membership in the church until 1962. But that is not the end 
of the story. Adventists in increasing numbers have been read~ 
ing Present Truth magazine. However, our publication has not 
met with any approval of the church leadership. The editors 
of Adventist Review {the general church paper) have opposed 
our theological stance. — Present Truth, May 1978, p. 4. 


Brethren, there is quite a difference between being a''FORMER" member 
of the Adventist Church and a present member of it. The whole ungodly plot 
of course is to discredit the magazine by prejudicing its readers against the 
editor, even if it means being dishonest. Genuine mistakes can be made 
such as this, and they are understandable; but the part we can't understand 
is why the writer saw fit to discredit the magazine in the first place. It 
is obvious that the writer couldn’t dispute with the teachings of Present 
Truth, so he had to find fault in other areas. The writer said he "picked 
at random twenty issues spanning the entire time of Present Truth's exist- 
ence and counted the number of times various men were mentioned or 
quoted.'' He goes on to report that John Bunyon was quoted 13 times, John 
Wesley 34 times, Calvin 154, Meianchthon 22, Luther 334, and this "figures 
out to be an average of 7.7 times per issue for Calvin and 16.7 times for 
Luther,"’ whatever this is supposed to mean. He failed to mention that 
Jesus, Paul, and other inspired writers were quoted hundreds of times, 
but that wouldn't have served his purpose. If this is ali that can be found 
wrong in 20 issues of a magazine, any magazine, why not throw in the towel! 


*Paxton is the author of a new book, titled, ''The Shaking of Adventism." 
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Justification by Faith 
And The Clarity Of The Bible 


Robert D. Brinsmeod 


Reprinted by permission. 
Fallbrook California 92028, USA. 


PART 3, DIVISION 2 


Present Truth, PO Bex 131l 


PART 3: Justification Exposes All Errors 


SUBJECTIVISM 


The doctrine of justification by an 
imputed (outside-of-me) righteous- 
ness directs us to find salvation ina 
saving event which is completely 
outside of us. Just as we were con- 
stituted sinners by what Adam did in 
a historical event, so the believer is 
justified unto life eternal by what 
Christ did in a historical event (Rom. 
§:18, 19). As John Bunyan testified: 


As for thy saying that salvation 
is Christ within, if thou mean in 
opposition to Christ without, 
instead of pleading for Christ 
thou wilt plead against Him; for 
Christ, God-man, without on the 
cross, did bring in saivation for 
the sinners; and the right be- 
lieving of that justifies the soul. 
Therefore Christ within or the 
Spirit of him who did give Him- 
self a ransom, doth not work out 
justification for the soul in the 
soul, but doth iead the soul out 
of itself and out of what can be 
done in itself, to look for sal- 
vation in that Man that is now 
absent from His saints on earth. 

And indeed they that will fol- 
low Christ aright must follow 
Him without, to the cross with- 
out, for justification on Calvary 
without—that is, they must seek 
for justification by His obedience 
without—to thegrave without, and 
to His ascension andintercession 
in heaven without; and this must 
be done through the operation of 


His Holy Spirit that He has pro- 
mised shall show these things 
unto them, being given within 
them for that purpose. Now the 
Spirit of Christ, that leads also; 
but whither? It leads to the 
without. ~The Riches of Bunyan 
(New York: American Tract so- 
siety, 1850), pp. 142, 143. 


This doctrine of justification is a 
radical ''No” to religious subjectiv~ 
ism. We have alreacy considered 
two major forms of religious sub- 
jectivism—Romanism and Pentecost- 
alism—but it must also be said that 
the evangelical movement is just 
about drowned in it too. Evangelicals 
who utterly internalize the gospel 
have no good reason to oppose Pen- 
tecostals, for the spirituality is the 
same. 


We wish to make it clear that we 
are not trying to minimize the 
necessity of biblical regeneration, 
the indwelling of the Spirit and holi- 
ness. These things can never be 
urged too much, and we will have 
something to say on Bible holiness 
before we are through. What we are 
against in the name of the gospel is 
a distortion of these things which 
makes them utterly false. For in- 
stance: 


NEW BIRTH. The new birth is a 
radical change, in the soul by the 
Holy Spirit, which turns the believer 
from self -centeredness to Christ- 
centeredness. He lives a new life in 


the Son of God-—continually confessing 
his sinfulness, always relying on 
Christ's merits, and habitually o- 
‘eying His commandments. If we are 
going to advocate this Kind of new 
birth—and surely it cannot be advo- 
cated too much—this can_ only 
magnify the glory of Christ's im- 
puted righteousness. 


But what often happens is that the 
new birth experience is put in the 
room of the imputed righteousness 
of Christ. It becomes in itself the 
grand saving event or the "finished 
work"’' which guarantees’ eternal 
security. Baptism then becomes the 
grand memorial and celebration of 
this new life within. The Bible 
doctrine of salvation and security in 
an "alien righteousness" is utterly 
against this perverted concept of 
new birth. 


CHRIST WITHIN. There is nothing 
wrong in using the expression, "'Let 
Christ come into your heart,’'if itis 
used in a biblical framework. Then 
it would simply mean believing on 
Jesus Christ. To believe on Christ 
Savingly means that the message 
about what He has done for us and 
what He is to us has hit us in the 
center of our being. It has captured 
our thoughts, our imagination, our 
affections, our will. It means chat 
our whole mind is possessed by the 
Spirit's revelation of the gospel of 
Christ. We believe that God raised 
Him from the dead. We believe that 
He is our Man in heaven before God's 
face. We believe He is our only 
righteousness at the bar of eternal 
justice. We believe He loves us and 
inscribes our names in His heart, 
or in the Book of Life. We believe 
He is coming again. Our whole life 
is now lived by faith in the Son of 
God, who loved us and gave Himself 
for us. This is what it means to 
have Christ living in our hearts by 
faith (Eph. 3:17; Gal. 2:20). Sucha 


life of faith is possible only by the 
Holy Spirit's indwelling. 


This age calls for clear discern- 
ment on the part of God's people 
because the same words and expres- 
sions can have totally different 
meanings. We have seen how Rome 
can use the very slogans of the 
Reformation and yet mean something 
totally different. The same thing 
happens with the expression. ''Let 
Christ come into your heart.'' People 
get the idea that Christ comes sub- 
stantially into their hearts so that 
their inward experience itself be- 
comes "the hope of glory." Instead 
of directing their whole attention to 
the majestic, incomparable Person 
of Christ as exalted Lord in the 
throne room of God's heavenly tem- 
ple (Heb. 8:1,2; Rev. 11:19), they 
focus on the human heart as the real 
throne room of the Lord of glory. 


A certain crusade leader proudly 
introduced his latest convert to this 
editor in the city of Denver. ''Tell 
him about your experience, Harry, "' 
said the leader. "Jesus Christ has 
become so real to me," beamed 
Harry as he clutched his very over- 
sized belly, ‘because I've got him 
right in here."’ This sort of talk is 
dishonoring to the majesty and glory 
of the Christ who presides at the 
right hand of God. 


THE SPIRIT FILLED LIFE. The 
truth of justification by faith means 
preoccupation with Christ's experi-~ 
ence and not our own. This is what 
frees us from egocentric concerns 
so that we may live lives of holiness 
(Isa. 53:11). It sets us at liberty to 
live for God's glory rather than our 
own. Much of the current enthusiasm 
for the 'Spirit-filled life’ bears 
little resemblance to the Spirit filled 
witnessing which is recorded in the 
New Testament. The dissimilarity 
lies in atotally different understand- 


ing of the Holy Spirit's work. William Childs Robinson makes this compar - 
ison in his recent book, "The Reformation: A Rediscovery of Grace"’ 


(Eerdmans): 


Indeed, the enthusiasts 80 emphaesl::ed the sovereign freedom of the Spirit as to 
sever the connection between the missionaf theSpirit and the hlatorlcal Christ. Their 
emphasis fell upon the subjective experience of the Spirit's mission of enabling the 
believer to appropriate the redemption wrought by Christ in His incarnate life...Gad's 
odjective revelation of Himself is the work of Christ; God's subjective revelation that 
of the Spirit. The Spirit speaks not af Himself; He takes of the things of Christ and 
shows them unto us, thue glorifying Him (John 16:13-24). In severing this connection, 
enthuejaem left itself with no objective criterion and exposed Itself to the danger of 
uoregulated epirituality. Instead of the saving knowledge af God revealed In Jesus 
Christ, it offered sundry varieties of religious experience. For, "where the Holy 
Spirit is sundered from Christ, sooner or later He is always tranemuted into quite a 
different spirit, the epirit of religious man, and finally the human spirit in general." 
As Luther pointed out, the Holy Spirit is called a witness, because He witnesses to 
Christ and to no other. The Apostles declare, ‘We preach not ourselves, but Christ 
Jesus the Lord" (2 Cor. 4:5). 


The true Holy Spirit comes from God, from the ascended Christ, and brings In His 
hand to shed abroad jn our hearts the love of God revealed tn the death of Chriet for 
sinners. Consequently it is not enovgh for a preacher to be a religious genius who 
fancies that by the recital of his own or some other’s current experiences he can 
awaken the dormant posslbiilties of religion jn the heart of the hearer. Nor ls it 
sufficient to have a philosopher af rejigion presenting himself as an example of faith 
Or a8 a posseseor af human understanding, or even using the crucifixion of Jemas or 
the stoning af Stephen as a etimulus to bring an existential decision to a student. 
While these may give the appearance of devotion toChrist they do not locate the glory 
of salvation in His atoning work for us. Rather, "the historical revelation af Christ 
is treated as the stimulus to a subjective spiritual experience in the individual, not 
aa itself the content af that experience. The spiritualist individual experiences his 
conversion and the resultant spiritual glow rather than Jesus Christ and Him 
crucifled," so that ‘when he bears testimony, it 1s to speak of his new found peace 
and happiness rather than to confess that Jesus is Lord.” 


Representatives of this school frequently declare that it is not the birth ln Bethle- 
hem but the re-birth In their hearts which counts, not the cross on Golgotha but their 
own dedication to live for eternity rather than time, not Hla dodily resurrection but 
their own faith in Immortality. But true preaching from the Holy Spirit who ~ame at 
Pentecost leade the hearer back through all his experiences to the Source of all true 
and proper experiences; that is, to Jesus Christ It calls him to no other faith than 
faith in the Christ who was born in Bethlehem, who died for ovr sine on Calvary, who 
rose from the dead on the third day. —pp. 172,173. 


We wish that these penetrating 
comments by Dr. Robinson could be 
read and reread by every evangelical 
company. What he says is the heri- 
tage of the Reformation. It is the 
truth of justification by faith which 
calls the current evangelical scene 
into radical question. 


DISPENSATIONALISM 


Our dispensationalist friends do 
acknowledge the doctrine of justifi- 
cation by faith. We happily recognize 
this and gladly confess that Christian 
dispensationalists areno less Christ- 
ian before God than are we. Our 
earnest appeal is that the truth of 
justification by faith, which dispen- 
sationalists profess, be allowed to 
call every system and _ doctrinal 


edifice into radical question. 


The dispensationalist is comfort- 
able when the doctrine of justification 
is just one of a number of doctrinal 
beliefs. But it is a different matter 
entirely when justification by faith 
becomes so central and all-embrac- 
ing that it becomes the hermeneutical 
principle that determines our view 
of everything else. 


No one who genuinely and consist- 
ently holds to the apostolic and 
Reformation principle of justification 
by faith can be a dispensationalist. 
it is as simple as that, and for the 
following reasons: 


1. The New Testament everywhere 
testifies that Christ is the fulfillment 
of Old Testament hopes and promises. 


"... that what God promised to the 
fathers, this He has fulfilled to us 
their children by raising Jesus..."' 
Acts 13:32, 33, RSV. "For all the 
promises of God find their Yes (ful- 
fillment) in Him.'' 2 Cor. 1:20, RSV. 
in Jesus Christ, God has made an 
end of sin, abolished death, given 
Israel peace, wisdom, wealth and 
righteousness. In Him the old order 
was passed away and ali things have 
become new (2 Cor. 5:17). The Old 
Testament declares, "Behold, the 
days come...,"' and "Tt shall come 
to pass..." But the New Testament 
points to Christ and says: ''The hour 
... now is..." "This day is this 
scripture fulfilled in your ears." 


Unless we believe that all that God 
promised to the Jews has really 
been fulfilled in Jesus Christ, we 
admit to unbelieving Jews that Jesus 
is not the true Messiah. Of course, 
when Jesus comes again, there will 
be an open disclosure of His victory 
to the whole world. It has already 
been accomplished in Him. We be- 
lieve it and possess it all by faith. 
But it will be openly revealed at the 
end of the world. 


2. Paul tells the foolish Galatians 
in the plainest of terms that justifi- 
cation by Christ (Gal. 2:17) is the 
blessing which God had promised 
the seed of Abraham (see Gal. 3). 
Any Jew who is justified by the right- 
eousness of Jesus Christ has re- 
ceived ail that God had promised to 
Abraham and his posterity. 


3. The Gentile Galatians knew 
that the promises of God were to 
Abraham and his seed. They des- 





perately wanted to become part of 
Abraham's family. They were led 
to believe that this coveted status 
could be conferred on them by way 
of circumcision. Paul was _ indig- 
nantly amazed. He told them that 
this was a denial of the gospel. He 
declared that Christ was the Seed to 
whom all the promises were made 
(Gal. 3:16,19). He is the Seed of 
Abraham -—that is to say, the Israel 
of God personified. To belong to 
Christ is to belong toIsrael. "...if 
ye beChrist's, then are ye Abraham's 
seed, and heirs according to the 
promise." Gal. 3:29. To be in Christ 
is to be in Israel. ''Know ye there- 
fore that they which are of faith, the 
same are the children of Abraham." 
Gal. 3:7. Could words be plainer ? 


How could Christians, above all 
people, encourage Jews to look to 
some political events in Palestine 
for the fulfillment of Old Testament 
promises instead of pointing to their 
glorious fulfillment in the Person 
and work of Jesus Christ? Justifi- 
cation by faith inChrist is the bless~ 
ing of Abraham. Al] who have it are 
children of Abraham without distinct- 
ion. And these and none else are 
“the Israel of God." Gal. 6:16. That 
is why the truth of justification is a 
radical "'No' to dispensationalism. 
Dispensationalism could only grow 
in a Climate where the doctrine of 
justification is not central and all- 
embracing. 


In its methodof separating the Old 
Testament from the New Testament, 
dispensationalism has its rootsinthe 
movement called Enthusiams. Says 
Dr. Robinson: 


In the interest of the continuity of the Church, the Evangelical Church likewise 
opposes the enthusiasts who separate the Old Testament believers from the New 
Testament faith... Luther's "Introduction to the Old Testament" shows that this 
part of the Bible was also a book of faith abeut such believers as Abraham and 
David. Bucer accepted the patriarchs, who held to the promises, as men of 
faith; while for Zwingli and his successor Bullinger, "Abraham participated in 
the one eternal covenant and rejoiced.*’ God has only one peOple; our faith is a 


unit with that of Abraham; the New is the further unfolding of the O)d Covenant. 
Calvin shows that al? those whom God has adopted into the society of His people 
are jn the very same covenant, for even the Old Testament saint was offered 
the hope of immortality, founded on the mere mercy of God and confined by the 


mediation of Christ. (inst. 11, x, 1-4). 


—ibid., p. 171. 


PERFECTIONISM 


"The crucial doctrine of Perfect- 
ionism is that it is possible for the 
believer, even before his death, to 
attain perfection. ..that the believer 
is able completely to transcend the 
pollution of sin. In this respect there 
is considerable agreement between 
Perfectionism and Catholicism." 
—G. C. Berkouwer, Faith and sanct- 
ification (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans), 
pp. 49, 53. 


Perfectionism may assume a num- 
ber of forms~some more moderate, 
lixe that in the teaching of John 
Wesley, and some quite radical, like 
the doctrine of sinless perfection 
found among some sects. There is 
the holiness doctrine, which advoca- 
tes a “second blessing”’ wherein the 
‘old man," or sinfu) nature, is cru- 
cified in the believer in a second 
crisis experience subsequent to 
conversion. There is the "absolute 
surrender" doctrine of Andrew Mur- 
ray, which proposes that this is the 
way to receive the baptism in the 
Holy Spirit. There are those who 
talk about the indwelting of Christ 
or the Spirit in  substitutionary 
terms—i.e., as if the Spirit takes 
over in such a way that He actually 
lives the victory life for the Christ- 
ian. 


The Reformation tradition, with 
all its great creeds and confessions, 
is hostile to perfectionism because 
it stands on the primacy, centrality 
and all-sufficiency of justification 
by faith. It does not deny the neces- 
sity or reality of inwrought holiness, 


but it also takes cognizance of the 
reality of indwelling, or original, sin 


in all believers. Life cannot be ful- 
filled in the historical process, and 
the believer confesses that his com- 
pleteness is realized only in Christ 
(Col. 2:10). The self-condemning 
utterances of prophets and apostles 
throughout the Bible (Eccl. 7:20; Ps. 
143:2; Phil. 3:11-14; Rom. 7:14-25; 
James 3:2; 1 Johnl:8)are not excuses 
for sin, but confessions of sin; and 
the entire church militant must join 
them in the confession that human 
nature is sinful. The biblical truth 
of righteousness by faith means that 
in this life we are not righteous be- 
fore God by regeneration, baptism, 
of the Spirit, lives of new obedience, 
or by any inward, empirical reality. 
We are all righteous with God only 
by faith— and "faith is the substance 
of things hoped for, the evidence of 
things not seen." Heb. 11:1. To be 
inwardly perfect does not belong to 
the righteousness of faith, but it is 
the righteousness of reality, of good 
works, of the law (Rom. 84). To be 
righteous by faith until Jesus comes 
implies that in ourselves we will be 
Sinners until Jesus comes, for the 
righteousness of faith is only for 
sinners. 


"Justification by faith (not perfect- 
ionism) is really the only answer to 
the moral perplexities of the doctrine 
of original sin.’"’ —W.H. Griffith 
Thomas, The Principles of Theology: 
An Introduction to the Thirty - nine 
Articles, p. 193. It is justification 
which guaranteed our glorification 
at the end of the world (Rom. 5:1, 2; 
8:30). The life of the believer here 
and now must be lived in the tension 
of being "perfect in Christ’’ and 


pressing on to reach the mark of 


perfection. Flesh and Spirit must 
wage a bitter and unrelenting con- 
flict (Gal. 5:17) and hope yearn for 
the reality of full redemption and 
righteousness when Christ shall 
come (Rom. 8:23; Gal. 5:5; Heb. 11:40). 


Perfectionism denies the all-suf- 
ficiency and centrality, if not the 
primacy, of justification by faith. {t 





inevitably becomes preoccupied with 
the inward life. Contrary to the 
image it seeks to project, perfect- 
ionism is not the negation of sin, but 
the perpetuation of it. In trying to 
fulfill life and history here and now, 
it robs the believer of his hope in 
the there and then. It is what Berk- 
ouwer rightiy terms ''a premature 
seizure of the glory that shall be."' 
(to be continued) 


Praise the Lord! 


By Bobby LeCroy 
Director, Downtown Rescue Mission 
Huntsville, Alabama 


——————$— 





What a joy it is to tell people about 
Jesus. Hewas the one who came and 
went back and will come again. The 
most important thing that could happen 
is for people to come to know Him 
(Jesus) as Lord. 


HE CAME!! 


re came the first time to solve the 
yasic problems of mankind: the sin 
problem which separates Godand man. 
His teachings are wonderful. You can 
read the story of His life in two hours 
in any one of four books of the Gospels. 
But more important than what He said 
is what He did. He took the punishment 
due me because of my sins. He died 
for alt. Those who accept Him as 
their substitute will not have to pay 
for their sins. This is God's plan for 
RESCUE for all mankind. 


HE WAS KIiLLED!! 


He was killed at the early age of 33. 
Before His death He had spent only 3 
years teaching and preaching the 
gospel. 


HE WENT BACK?! 


Three days after His death He arose 
from the grave and was seen on many 
occasions, at one time by over 500 
people. Then He ascended into heaven 
after proving beyond doubt that He was 
physicaily alive. 


HE WILL COME AGAIN!! 


On many occasions during His life and 
after His resurrection He clearly 
stated that He will come again to 
RESCUE His own. Since everything 
prophesied about His first coming has 
come true, and everything Ke said 
has come true, ! am certain that He 
will return soon. All this could not 
happen to a mere man and these 
events are important to know simply 
because Jesus Christ is both God and 
man. 


Yes, Jesus is God. He came once to 
conguer DEATH, HELL, and _ the 
GRAVE. He will come again to re- 
ward those who believe and condemn 
those who reject Him in unbelief. 


Are you ready for His coming? 


"And as it is appointed unto men once 
to die, but after this the judgement: 
So Christ was once offered to bear 
the sins of many; and unto them that 
look for Him shall He appear the 
second time without sin unto salvation" 
(Hebrews 9:27-28). ines 


IS GOD LIKE RHEOBOAMe 


KEITH SMOTHERS 


Pine Apple, Alabana 


Solomon's death ended many years 
of opulent oppressive rule in Israel. 
Groaning under their heavy burden 
the people demanded a redress of 
grievances from Rehoboam their 
next king. Their complaints were 
voiced as they gathered in Shechem 
and three days later Solomon's son 
gave his unwise response. ‘Whereas 
my father did lade you with a heavy 
yoke, I will add to your yoke: my 
father chastised you with whips but 
I will chastise you with scorpions" 
(I Kg. 12:11). And thus, lacking 
wisdom, Rehoboam's answer crum- 
bled the kingdom's solidarity like 
a sand-castle and the nation was 
divided. 


To the Hebrew, wisdom (hakham) 
meant possessing insight into under- 
lying causes and being able to see 
the consequences of a thing that 
enabled one to always act correctly. 
In earlier life Solomon had prayed 
for and received wisdom; however, 
Rehoboam was fatally deficient in 
this area. His actions at Shechem 
have become a Classic case of fool- 
ishness. And foolishness dwells 
today in the hearts of men who teach 
that Christians are justified from 
sin on the basis of works. And from 
this folly division grows. 


Often, Christians fail to understand 
that God gave Israel a perfect moral 
law at Sinai (cf. Ps. 19:7-9). These 
ordinances, written on stone (cf. 
Deut. 27:8), were given to identify 
sin (cf. Gal. 3:19) and were a re- 
flection of God's own character, for 
"it pleased Jehovah, for his right- 
eousness sake to magnify the law, 
and make it honorable" (Isa. 42:21). 


Spiritual life was to be found in fully 
keeping the law: "Ye shall therefore 
keep my statutes, and mine ordinan- 
ces; which if a man do, he shall live 
by them" (Lev. 18:5), 


God later sent His Son in the flesh, 
‘born under the law" (Gal. 4:4), 
circumcised the eighth day (cf. Luke 
2:21) and, hence, a debtor to keep 
the whole law (cf. Gal. 5:3). While 
on earth it was Christ's expressed 
purpose to "fulfill the law" in His 
person (cf. Mt. 5:17). With all this 
the Jews still found the law to be an 
unbearable yoke upon their necks 
(cf. Acts 15:10) because of man's 
inability to keep it. So, what was 
God todo? All mankind lay flat on 
its back in sin. ''Now we know that 
what things soever the law saith, it 
speaketh to them that are under the 
law; that every mouth may be stop- 
ped, and all the world may be 
brought under the judgment of God 
(Rom. 3:10). 


Many Christians see God, at this 
point, behaving like a foolish Reho- 
boam by giving man yet a higher 
ethical law in the law of Christ so 
that man can now be justified from 
sin by N. T. works. God is made to 
say, ''Whereas I did lade you witha 
heavy yoke under Moses' Law, I will 
add to your yoke under the Law of 
Christ."" And the Sermon on the 
Mount is erroneously viewed as 
being a supposed contrast between 
the lesser ethical standard under 
Moses and the greater demands 
under Christ. Nonsense! This would 
be like chastening Jews with whips 
but chastising Christians with scor- 
pions. Remember, Paul said, "if 





there (ever) had been a law given 
which could make (one spiritually) 
alive (through works), verily right- 
eousness would have been of the law 
(of Moses)" (Gal. 3:21). 


God was not like foolish Rehoboam. 
Formerly, man was to be justified 
from sin by keeping a perfect law of 
bondage and ail failed. Next God 
gave man a perfect law of liberty and 
we are now justified upon the prin- 
Ciple of a living faith. Or, stated 
another way, righteousness is no 
longer achieved through law works 
but rather it is conferred upon 
Christians based upon their faith. 
With this change God removed the 
yoke while neither increasing or 
lowering the ethical standard. We 
still strive towards the perfection of 
law. But God can now be just to 
himself (cf. Rom. 3:26) and at the 





same time be the justifier of the 
ungodly (cf. Rom. 4:5). ''O the depth 
of the riches both of the wisdom and 
the Ynowledge of God (Rom. 11:33). 


But, unfortunately, when the truth of 
justification is obscured and man 
seeks to revert back to justification 
upon the principle of law works then 
division becomes inevitable. First, 
all become divided from God for 
failing to perform law works to His 
satisfaction. And, secondly, we also 
become divided one from another as 
we view one another's performance 
to be less than satisfactory in our 
own eyes. Israel was divided two 
ways but the church, through this 
folly, can become divided a hundred 
ways. Lord save us from the Re- 
hoboams in our midst. a 

Route 1, Box 64 

Pine Apple, AL 36768 


The St. Louis Forum 


JOE BLACK 


Birmingham, Ala. 


I reluctantly took in the forum at the 
St. Louis Christian College a few 
years ago, but it changed my life and 
now I try to attend every year. I did 
not really want to go the first time. 
Lectureships have disappointed me 
because real issues are never faced. 
For generations now our church label 
and creed have been rigidly defined 
and established beyond any question. 
All questions that pertain to life and 
godliness have long been settled by 
our great Rabbis. The purpose of a 
lectureship is that we may measure 
ourselves with ourselves to see 
whether we are all sound. Famous 
speakers take bones out of one grave- 
yard and bury them in another. The 
champion of the lectureship is the 
speaker who gives some new illustra~ 
tions (this is all that can be new) that 


10 


demonstrates the folly of the denomi- 
national world. He is hailed as the 
new Samson, a mighty slayer of 
Philistines. 


I agreed to go to the lectureship be- 
cause I wanted to hear my friend, Dr. 
Robert Lane, speak on the subtect of 
abortion. The small auditorium was 
filled with friendly people; nothing 
unusual about that. They talked a lot 
about freedom; nothing unusual about 
that either. Everyone talks "freedom 
to disagree", but it is usually surface 
talk. Underneath one is condemned 
for disagreeing. Carl Ketcherside was 
there, filling the room with his 
special kind of sunshine. My wife 
says he is really Santa Claus without 
a beard. They asked for volunteers 
to speak for ten minutes on the Holy 


Spirit. I knew it was fixed; the speak- 
ers were already picked in advance. 
They would not allow a stranger to 
walk in off the street and speak. I 
decided to put it to the test. 


I walked up to the man in charge and 
gave him my name. I expected him to 
apologize and tell me the roster was 
full. Calmly he replied, '"O. K., 
Brother Black, you are number six." 
I was stunned. He did not even ask 
how I stood on the subject, or what 
church I was from. I raced out of the 
room in search of privacy. I had to 
think of something to say about the 
Holy Spirit. I spoke for eleven min- 
utes, and the audience responded with 
a loud amen. Some gathered around 
me withquestions about the Holy Spirit 
but no one asked for my credentials— 
my church label and creed. One man 
wanted to know if I would try out as 
the new preacher in his congregation. 


I felt as if I had been dragged out of 
the city and stoned. Real stones would 
not have hurt as much as the kindness 
of those loving saints. I had become 
hard and cynical. I had been exposed 


to so much counterfeit Christian fel- 
lowship I could not even recognize the 
real thing. I was being accepted sim- 
ply because we all had a common 
Savior. The whole lectureship was 
conducted in this loving fashion. Dr. 
Lane gave ahard hitting iecture de- 
claring there are situations that call 
for abortion. Another physician was 
just as forceful on the other side of 
the question. Their forty minute 
jJectures were followed by a2 forty 
minute question period from the audi- 
ence. Love permeated the whole 
atmosphere. No one was condemned 
for the position he held. 


This was the kind of fellowship for 
which I had tonged but did not expect 
to find this side of heaven. The quality 
went down hill the following year when 
they had me as one of the featured 
speakers. It is heartwarming to know 
that such fellowship stiil exists. May 
it grow until it permeates our whole 
movement. Lo 


Cahaba Valley Church of Christ 
9199 Caldwell Mill Road 
Birmingham, AL 35244 
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UPDATING OUR CONCEPT OF PREACHING 


Not All “Preaching” !s Preaching! 


Michoe! Hall 


Denton, Texas 


After all the homiletical books, 
editors, colleges, eiders and preach- 
ers have had their say, what is 
"preaching?'"' The original Greek 
word means simply "'to proclaim, to 
herald, to announce." It referred to 
a "communicator or newscaster", 
who in that age broadcasted his mes-" 
sage at times like a town-crier and 
sometimes by quietly sitting down at 
a table and "telling'' his message 
vis-a-vis (face-to-face). Preaching 


didn't of necessity mean standing up 


and speaking from a pulpit. 


The emphasis in the original is on 
COMMUNICATION without regard to 
its. form. It could be a monologue, 
lecture {which is what our preaching 
from the pulpit is); it could be dia- 
logue or it could be personaiwitness- 
ing. The essence and importance 
that preaching had to Christianity 
was not on the various forms it took 
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in communicating, but that it DID 
communicate and the CONTENT of 
what was communicated! That is, 
the statement that the world was 
saved by "the foolishness of preach- 
ing'' didn't mean that the world 
would be reclaimed for God by 
professional men lecturing about the 
merits of Christianity in monologue 
form. It was not any one particular 
form of communication that the 
power lay, but in the CONTENT of 
the message — Jesus Christ (1 Cor. 
1:2ff). 


In principle, all Christians are to 
"preach", because they are all to 
encourage verbally each other, edify 
the collective body and herald the 
Good-News to the outside world; all 
good definitions of 'preaching.'"' Yet 
tragically, during the Reformation 
period, a new form of sacradotalism 
arose so that in the gathered assem- 
bly, Protestantism substituted the 
preacher for the priest and preach- 
ing became a sacrament. In the 
place of the Catholic priest, the 
preacher was ''the minister’’ who 
served as mediator between man and 
God. Suddenly the preacher's word 
when spoken from the pulpit (which, 
by the way, is from the Latin, mean- 
ing stage") became very sacrosanct. 
mventually, the preacher had to be 
"called,'' speciaily qualified in some 
preacher - school (seminary} and 
garbed in his clothing that would 
separate him so that he could be 
recognized as a ''man of the cloth." 
In later times, people began to judge 
the quality and effectiveness of the 
corporate worship by the competance 
of the preacher or how his words 
strike them on a particular day. 


"Preaching" via this description 
became not preaching in the biblical 
sense of heralding, proclaiming and 
announcing the Good-News. It had 
become a sacrament. It was the 
exclusive function for an exclusive 
specialist. 
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Now, how do we use the word 
"preaching" in the Churches of 
Christ? Are we not very jealous and 
exclusive with the word, reserving 
it for the public oration of a quatified 
person? Do we not qualify the speech 
of a non-preacher, lay member of 
the congregation, or an incoming 
preacher- student by saying that he 
"made a ta]lk?'' How comfortable do 
you suppose we would be if some 
elder got up and commended some 
sister in Christ because she had 
been out 'preaching” the gospel to 
some people and had led them to 
Christ? Yet the word ''preach" was 
comfortably and easily used in the 
Scriptures with reference to the 
Som ti ministry of females! (Acts 
8:3-4). 


Ah yes, we too have been guilty at 
times of making 'preaching'' an ex-~ 
clusive, speciatist task of near 
sacrodotal function. Perhaps we 
need to break through the hard crust 
of familiarity with the word "preach" 
and rediscover its original meaning 
and simplicity. 


Durmg the past decade, there have 
been multiplied articles of woe, 
Jamenting the decline of preaching, 
the gospel meetings, and the waning 
power of the pulpits. Most were 
written by preachers! Perhaps part 
of the woe is from a misunderstand- 
ing of what preaching is in the first 
place. If it is inherently connected 
to a “pulpit'’ and entails people 
coming to a church building to hear 
a preacher give a religious lecture, 
then there's little we can do to 
ameliorate the state of woe, except 
perhaps to develop some super-cool 
orators. But is that what we want? 
Does Christianity find its source of 
power (attractiveness) in extra~ 
talented men of great rhetorical 
ability and personal charisma? 
Actually, preaching has hothing to do 
innately with a "pulpit."’ Dialogue is, 
after all, a legitimate form of 


preaching. Examine Acts 20:7 in the 
Greek and you'll discover that the 
original word is literally translated 
"“dialogued.'' Paul dialogued with 
them until midnight! 


If we're going to reach our con- 
temporary, pluralistic, secular so- 
ciety for Jesus in the latter quarter 
of the twentieth century; we're going 
to have to re-evaluate the forms by 
which we're going totrytocommuni- 
cate the Good-News. We're going to 
have to even adapt some new forms 
of communication so that people can 
hear and understand when we pro- 
Claim, herald, and announce the 
message. 


Perhaps discarding the worn~—out 
word “preach" might not be a bad 
idea. After all, the word has be- 
come quite shopworn and has even 
come to connote a form of communi- 
cation that's negative, heavy, dull, 
and boring. People are using the 
word as a synonym for unthinking, 
unloving judgments. No wonder 
they're turned-off when we suggest 
that they come and hear some 
preaching"! 


We're just going to have to realize 
that filling our auditoriums with the 
sound of our lecturing on Sundays 
about the values of Christianity is 


messageof Good-News tothe outside 
world. Preaching in today's society 
and in the twenty-first century will 
BEGIN when the preacher comes 
down out of the pulpit and goes about 
his work of evangelism on Monday. 


We can't expect the world to learn 
our sacred, seventeenth century 
language; we must TRANSLATE the 
Word to them in their vernacular. 
The early church didn't wait for the 
Greek world to learn their Aramaic; 
they translated their message into 
Greek and later into Latin. Every 
renewal effort of the church in his- 
tory has been initiated when the 
church stopped idolizing its old lang- 
uage, and readily translated the 
message into the language of the 
people. Let's begin translating. 


Preaching is essentially and 
primarily COMMUNICATING, her- 
alding, proclaiming, announcing. It 
is bringing the message of Jesus to 
those who need to hear it in a way 
they can hear it. It is not repeating 
memorized phrases of an esoteric 
language. That's why not all that’s 
being put out as’’preaching" is really 
biblical preaching! a 


2501 W. Oak St. #45 
Denton, Texas 76201 


NOT COMMUNICATING the Christian 


(note change of address). 


A JOURNEY TOWARD JESUS 


A FREE OFFER 
Some Christians would like to share the message in "A Journey 
Toward Jesus" with others who would benefit from it. This isa 
booklet of 16 letters between Bruce Edwards, Jr. {former staff 
writer of 'Truth Magazine”) and Edward Fudge (former associate 
editor of "Gospel Guardian") on salvation by grace through faith 
and its implications for God's people today. In the end, both men 
stood together firmly onJesus Christ as the only Rock of righteous- 
ness. To receive a free copy of this $1.50 booklet, send a personal 
request to: Mark Whitt, Elkton & Elm, Athens, AL 35611. Your 
inclusion of 25¢ to help pay the cost of shipping would be appreciated. 
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RIGHTEOUSNESS 


and the Human Element 
Editor 


In the December issue of the Ensign Fair I presented a critical review of a series 
of articles written by J.T. Smith in "Searching the Scriptures" on the subject of 
"grace.'' I apologized in advance on the chance that I may have misrepresented 
him in interpreting his teachings to be legalistic and that he taught salvation by a 
system of works. In the March issue of the same magazine he said that [ had 
misrepresented him. Yet he offers no convincing evidence, and, in fact, had 
there »een any remaining doubt, he removed it in his attempt to explain himself. 


Bro. Smith says that the righteousness of God" in Romans 1:17 means "'that which 
is to be obeyed,'’ meaning the commandments in the plan of salvation, and that it 
also has this same meaning :n Romans 10:3. This, he teaches, constitutes the 
“grace''in the term "Saivation by grace."’ While no one denies that God's grace 
is seen in the scheme of redemption, I'm not too sure that bro. Smith really 
knows what it is. I deny emphatically that the "righteousness of God" in Romans 
1:17 and 10:3 means "that which is to be obeyed’’; which approaches the point of 
embarrassment. 


When Smith teaches that the sinner's obedience to a set of commandments makes 
him righteous on the basis that he has ''done” righteous commandments, such 
teachings can be interpreted in no other way than that salvation is by ''deeds of 
righteousness" and is directly opposite to Pau!'s statement in Titus 3:5. 


To prove that I have not misinterpreted him, he makes the point in the March 
article that the Bible uses the word "righteousness" in three different senses, 
and he quoted 1 John3:7 to show how the word is used in reference to justification. 
"Little children, let no man deceive you (including R.L. Kilpatrick, JTS) he that 
doeth righteousness is righteous even as he is righteous." (His parenthetical 
remark is typical of the spirit displayed throughout his article.) This is followed 
by his own comment: 


''Now if we want to BE righteous as God is righteouswe will DO righteous 
(obey God's) commandments." (my caps, rlk). 


If this doesn't teach personal righteousness through obedience to righteous 
commandments, and if personal righteousness is not salvation by works, then If 
have no understanding at all on the subject. 


As Smith pointed out, righteousness is used in three different senses in scripture. 
But John uses it in an entirely different sense than does Paul when he speaks of 
justification. John was speaking to "little children”, Christians, who were 
already justified by faith, whereas Paul uses the word in connection with the 
initial justification of alien sinners. Therefore, righteousness in John has mean- 
ing for those in a state of sanctification but not for sinnersin need of justification. 
The righteousness of 1 John 3:7 is the same kind of righteousness by which the 
Jews claimed salvation, a righteousness based on DOENG the commandments. 
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Righteousness Based on Law 


Yes, there was indeed a certain righteousness under the law. Paul said, '’But 
that Israel pursued the righteousness which is based on law did not succeed in 
fulfilling the law...'' (Rom. 9:31). Again Paul said to the Philippians: 


For his sake i have suffered the loss of all things and count them as 
refuse in order that I may gain Christ and be found in him. Not having 
a righteousness of my own based on law, but that which comes through 
faith in Christ, the righteousness of God that depends on faith (3;8, 9). 


The righteousness which is based on law refers to all of that which is inherently 
"right'’ in law and which is exemplified in the character and conduct of those who 
keep it. Even though this may be spoken of as "personal"’ righteousness, in 
reality it is not the righteousness of the person who obeys, but the righteousness 
of the Lawgiver whose divine nature is inherent within His righteous laws. He 
who lives his life in obedience to righteous commandments glorifies God because 
he personifies the righteous nature of the commandments, rather than the right- 
eousness of himself. 


Can asyone deny that Paul lays down a principle when he sbdeaks against law- 
righteousness as a mean of justification? Now, if, asSmith claims, the DOING 
of righteous commandments makes one righteous, then we must ask why the 
Jews were not made righteous by their obedience to righteous laws under the Old 
Testament? All laws from God are righteous laws, and if the doing of them 
constitutes one righteous on this basis, then there is no reason whatever why the 
Jews of old should not have been justified by the "righteousness based on law." 
I think we will find the principle to be the same in either dispensation. Therefore, 
if the Jews couldn't be saved by ovedience to righteous laws, then neither can one 
be justified today on the grounds of obedience to righteous commandments. 


But Smith and others inconsistently argue that the Jews were not justified 
‘because their sins were not forgiven."’ But reason would argue that if DOING 
(obeying) righteous commandments MAKES one righteous, the forgiveness is 
inherent in being made righteous; for one is righteous when he is forgiven, and 
vice-versa. There is no such thing as a righteousness apart from forgiveness. 
Therefore, according to Smith's line of argument, those Jews who obeyed right- 
eous laws should have died in a state of righteousness without further need for 
forgiveness through Atonement. 


An even greater inconsistency is when Smith, et al, deny that the Jews were 
justified by imputed righteousness. Just how they would apply the atoning blood 
of Christ to those unforgiven, yet law-keeping Jews who died under the law of 
Moses except thraigh imputation is a great mystery indeed! They ask: "Where 
is the scripture that proves the Jews were justified by imputed righteousness?" 
The scripture is Hebrews 9:15: 


Therefore he is the mediator of a new covenant, so that those who 
are called may receive the promised eternal inheritance, since a 
death has cccured WHICH REDEEMS THEM FROM THE TRANS- 
GRESSIONS UNDER THE FIRST COVENANT. (my caps, rlk) 


Surely these brethren can see that if the Jews died unforgiven and were unright- 
eous, but were forgiven and became righteous when Christ died, that such could 
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only be possible by imputation. The fact that the Jews were declared righteous 
when Christ died is positive proof that their law - keeping did not make them 
personally righteous as affirmed by these brethren. 


The principle is still the same. The law of God does not ''make" the sinner 
rightemis. God's grace ‘‘declares"' him righteous. "... for if a law had been 
given which could make alive, then righteousness would indeed be by the law'' 
(Gal. 3:21), which would in turn nullify salvation by grace. It serves no purpose 
to make distinction between works, works of the law, works of righteousness, 
or works of obedience because they're all the same. The principle applies to 
New Testament commandments as well as to Old Testament laws. 


(It would be dishonest for brethren to take any of these statements out of context 
to make it appear that we're saying that sinners don't have to obey the command- 
ments, which some have already done to the statements of others.) 


The legal basis for justification must be founded upon something or Someone of 
intrinsic worth. Since “all men sin and fall short or the glory of God" this rvleés 

f"man’s own personal worth as the legal basis of his salvation. It is for this 
reason that obedience to commandments cannot establish the base. God does not 
extend credit to those who obey BECAUSE they obey! Those who obey righteous 
laws are the beneficiaries of the law's righteous provisions, just as the property 
owner receives the benefit of protective civil laws. The reward for law-keeping 
is found in the efficacy of the law itself, and God owes the keeper nothing extra 
for keeping it. No one deserves credit for accepting an offer in which he is the 
prime benefactor. 


No man will ever attain true righteousness in this earthly life, and the kind of 
righteousness manifested in obedience to righteous commandments is as closeas 
man will ever come. It is all that Godasks. This is one of the senses in which 
the word "righteousness" is used in scripture, the sense of 1 John3:7, John 
speaks to those who are sanctified in which the righteous character of God is 
manifested in their obedient lives. This is the "kind'' of righteousness upon 
which the Jew staked his claim for eternal life, and apparently the claim made 
by J.T. Smith. But according to Paul this is not the kind of righteousness which 
justifies. He says, "'But now the righteousness of God has been manifested apart 
from law, although the law and the prophets bear witness to it, the righteousness 
of God through faith in Jesus Christ for all who believe" (Rom. 3:21,22). The 
righteousness which is apart from law"’ is not righteousness ''based on law" for 
it is a righteousness which 'tcomes from God". Our righteousness came from 
God in the form of JesusChrist and"'He is the source of your life inChrist Jesus, 
whom God made our wisdom, our righteousness and sanctification and redemp- 
tion" (1 Cor. 1:30). Note the plain statement in this passage that God has MADE 
CHRIST OUR RIGHTEOUSNESS! Therefore, the righteousness which saves us 
is the righteousness of Christ. 


The Jews of Paul's day considered themselves already justified on the basis that 
they were the descendants of Abraham and heirs of the promise. Their final 
claim for salvation rested upon their sanctified righteousness through the per- 
formance of righteous laws. But Paul taught them that their first need was for 
justification on the basis of faith in Christ and that their claim for salvation on 
the basis of personal righteousness through obedience to righteous laws was 
invalid, The argument made by Smith is exactly the argument made by the Jews 
2,000 years ago. Righteousness which is ''based on law'' and righteousness which 
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comes through faith are two different kinds of righteousness. The kind that saves 
"has been manifested apart from law". This is the second sense in which the 
word is used in scripture. The third sense is as the word is used in connection 
with the "attribute" of God's righteousness. 


Human Element 


Obedience to righteous commandments does not instill virtue into the soul. We 
have already pointed out that in reality there is no such thing as an "‘in-and-of- 
ourselves" personal righteousness, even though the law keeper may give such an 
appearance. The object of Paui's teachings is to remove any trace of human 
merit in justification in order that it may rest solely on the grace of God through 
the merit of his Son's death. Our acceptance of God's offer is manifested in 
obedience to commandments but it does not establish the cause of the offer. Just 
as we can say that the disobedient cannot be saved, we can say with the same 
force that even AFTER obedience he is not saved ON ACCOUNT of his obedience! 
There is no such thing as God's Part/Man's Part, as some contend. The price 
of salvation is already paid and it stands forth as a ''thing" to be either grasped 
or ignored, accepted or rejected. It is just as simple as that. He who accepts 
it will do so through obedience, but he is not credited with anything extra by the 
fact that he obeyed. Salvation must remain an absolutely free gift and based 
solely on the grace of God; otherwise, grace couldn't be grace. 


The “ALONE” Theology 


Any theology that injects the human element in God's work of redemption is 
false theology. 


Any theology that puts a price tag on the free gift of eternal life is false theology. 
Any theology that teaches salvation by anything other than grace alone is false 
theology. 

Any theology that teaches salvation by anything other than faith alone is false 
theology. 

Any theology that teaches salvation by anything other than the Gospel alone is 
false theology. 

Any theology that removes man's attention from the cross to himself is guilty of 
perverting the doctrine of Christ. 


None of these terms are Contradictory. They say the same thing. 


After saying that salvation is by grace alone, can we turn right around and say 
that salvation is by faith alone? Yes. Faith alone must be understood as the one 
route of access into Christ who is God's gift of grace (Rom. 5:2). Salvation b 
faith does not mean salvation "on account" of faith. Nowhere does the Bible say 
that we are saved "on account Of” or "because of" faith, but always "by" or 
“through'' faith. The "because of’ would involve the merit of "acquiring”’ faith 
and this reintroduces the human element. When we understand that faith is the 
only means of entrance into God's grace, then we shoulant have any problem 
understanding salvation by faith alone, for it should be understood that repentence 
and baptism is merely That which faith accomplishes enroute to erate. 





Likewise, when faith is understood in the objective sense we have no problems 
with faith alone. It means that we are saved by "'the’’ faith which Christ brought 
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down from heaven; and in the same way we can Say that salvation is by the gospel 
alone. All of the ‘'alones"' can be gathered up in one sentence: '' The graceof God 
has offered the free gift of eternal life to all who believe the gospel of Christ'’' — 
and the human element is removed. 


Meaning of Works” 


When some brethren say that salvation is not by works, one gets the idea that 
works is used in the sense of laboring for wages so as to purchase eternal life, 
and that understanding terminates at this point. Even though this is certainly 
one meaning of works, it is not all. Works are not to be condemned. Where did 
any N. T writer ever condemn works, per se? ''Works'' as such are not to be 
thought of in a bad sense, as one brother interpreted it. He said that the works 
of Eph. 2:9 (''...not of works, lest any should boast'') means ‘wicked works'' 
performed by alien sinners prior to justification. 


When Paul speaks of works, or works of the law, he means nothing more than 
OBEDYENCE to the law! Therefore, the term works, or deeds of righteousness 
in the N. T., means obedience to the commandments! —and certainly the apostles 
did not condemn obedience. As we already know, what Paul condemned is the 
principle of establishing the cause of salvation upon human merit It is the 
''doing'"' (works) of commandments with the thought that the righteous quality of 
the commandments is infused into the soul as a virtue and that the sinner is 
'‘made'' personally righteous and justified on that account. We are ''created in 
Christ Jesus FOR good works", says the apostle, and not BY good works. Yo be 
sure, works Rave fheir place in the Chrisfian system, but brethren must under- 
| stand the place. 


Bro. Smith fails to make distinction between justification and sanctification. In 
one place he speaks of baptism as a work of righteousness and in another place 
he talks about ‘working in the vineyard of the Lord", seeming not to understand 
that baptism belongs on the side of justification and working In the vineyard on 
thé side of san@firication. Another area Of COnvUSion is in regard to the use of 
‘the word “righteous.” Even though he speaks of three different senses in which 
the word is used, he fails to make distinction in their usage. He quotes 1 John3:7 
to prove that for one to BE righteous he must DO righteous commandments, and 
he associates this kind of righteousness with the ''righteousness" of Romans 1:17, 
when the distinction between the two is clear. 


As further evidence that Smith's views are legalistic, he wants to debate! All 
good legalists want to debate. Note, if you will, his proposition: ''Resolved: 
Salvation is solely by God's grace on the merit of what Christ has done for us; 
and our obedience is not necessary to our salvation.'"' Except for the tragedy of 
his proposition it would be comical. If this is typical of his understanding of 
what we've been saying, then we're far from being ready for debate. The first 
part of his proposition is acceptable, but the second part should read, ‘and our 
obedience does not establish the grounds for our Tuatification’ Her ein'Ties the 
real issue. If Smith would agree to this’ then let him accept the challenge 
already made by Arnold Hardin, whose writings Smith has grossly distorted. To 
my knowledge, Smith has failed to reply to that challenge. In a statement that 
goes against him, Smith said that his articles in Searching the Scriptures were 


first prepared in 1966, and this seems to mark the time when he closed his mind 
on the subject. 
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DENOMINATIONS  @ continutns series) 
Editor 


For lack of space we will include only genera! comments concerning our discussion 
with Pervie Nichols on the subject of denominations. 


In almost every answer given by bro. Nichols, he furnishes the best evidence of 
all that there is no essential difference between Churches of Christ (in genera!) 
and general denominational groups; at least not of such magnitude that wauild 
constitute one the "true''church and all others false” churches. I, along with bro. 
Nichols, believe that the general teachings of Churches of Christ alines more 
closely with scripture than do the teachings of denominations; or else I waild have 
to be with them or be a hypocrite. But unlike Pervie I cannot say that God gives no 
recognition to, and has no relationship with those who are not like us, whose 
doctrines may be something less than perfect. This makes salvation dependent 
upon doctrinal perfection, which would bar us all. 


Throughout his replies bro. Nichols has categorized al! religious people not of our 
kind as belonging to false ''man-made churches" who teach ''man-made doctrines." 
But how can any man MAKE achurch? What is a MAN-MADE doctrine? Does 
“man-made doctrine'' mean having the wrong interpretation on a Bible teaching, 
or does it mean concocting a doctrine unknown to scripture? There is surely a 
difference. Now, as to what constitutes a man-made church, the stock answer is, 
"a church started by a man, "and the stock example is something like, ‘John 
Wesley started the Methodist church,” or, "John Smyth started the Baptist church.” 
Do Baptists claim John Smyth as “head” of the Baptist church? If not, why do we 
try to saddle them with it? Do we claim Alexander Campbell as headof the Church 
of Christ? Wouldn't the Baptists be just as justified in saddling us with Campbell} 
as "head" of the Church of Christ? 


Now, just for the sake of supposing, let’s suppose that John Smyth had calied his 
followers (those influenced by his teachings) the Church of Christ instead of 
Baptist (a name given in derision because of their insistence upon "immersion" 
as the proper mode of baptism). Would they have been the Church of Christ? or 
would they have been Baptists? And suppose Alexander Campbell had called his 
followers (ditto) 'Baptists"’ instead of Disciples, Christians, or Church of Christ? 
Would they have been Church of Christ or Baptist? Do we not at least subcon- 
sciausly fee! that we belong to the right church because we selected the right 
name, rather than the doctrines we teach? 


No one today will declare that Alexander Campbell had it all down perfect; yet we 
believe that the real church of Christ emerged from that Movement, of which we 
are heirs. Now, did Alexander START the church of Christ? or did he start the 
movement back” to the church of Christ? How does he differ in his role from 
John Smyth in his role, who surely ied his followers closer to truth on the subject 
of baptism? Certainly John Smyth didn’t have it all down perfect, and neither did 
Campbell. Therefore, on what basis can we claim that the group led closer to 
truth by Campbell is ''the'' church of Christ, and that the group !ed closer to truth 
by Smyth is just a "denomination''? The problem here is not whether we do or do 
not belong to the church of Matthew 16:18 and Acts 2, but in thinking that we ONLY 
have residence in that eternal city, the taingdom of heaven. (to be continued) 
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Editorial 
LAWSUITS & 1 CORINTHIANS 6 


Ira Rice, Jr., editor of Contending for the Faith, is being sued for 
copyright violation by Mission Journal, Inc., of Irving, Texas. It 
seems that in his haste to blacklist a brother he lifted an article 
from Mission Magazine and published it verbatim in Contending for 
the Faith without checking the copyright notice. Now he wants to 
settle out of court. If we fail to express sympathy for Ira in this 
report, it will be understandable; at least to those who have ventured 
within firing range of Ira's acid pen—as has this editor. Shall we 
say that "the chickens are finally coming home to roost?" Yes, let's 
say it: ''The chickens are finally coming home to roost!" Yet, we 
do have a sort of feeling for Ira Rice, but 'sympathy'' doesn't de- 
scribe it. ''Pity"’ is a better word. How else can one feel toward a 
brother who has deceived himself (and others) into thinking that God 
has called him to"'save the church," when in reality he is destroying 
the church. 


Unlike the 'muckraker" who gains his title by reporting unfavorable 
facts concerning important individuals, Ira Rice, Jr. has built his 
‘headhunter" reputation over the years via the art of smear, and it 
matters little to him whether the things reported be true or untrue, 
to which I am willing to testify from personal experience. Ira has 
been threatened with lawsuits many times before, and in each case 
he yells ''foul'' while stumbling toward the sanctuary of ICor.6, i.e, 
inre. taking a brother to law. However, in this case the old ruse 
may not work. Mission doesn't seem too impressed. They, like 
myself and others, believe the time has come for brethren to take 
a closer look at Paul's admonition in I Cor. 6:1-8 to see if it applies 
in fra's case. There are many questions here that needs asking and 
then answering. I don't profess to have all the answers, but at least 
I can ask the questions. 


I'm confident that all brethren agree that brothers should not take 
brothers "to law'' regarding matters that could and should be settled 
in the local church. But how do you deal with a brother who operates 
outside the jurisdiction of the local church? And how do you deal 
with one who is of such character that he recognizes no boundary of 
ethics in his zeal to destroy the career of another brother? Is Ira's 
case parallel to I Cor. 6? 


In secular society the injured party may seek redress through law, 
but what avenue of appeal does the Christian have when the character 
assassian roams freely outside the boundary of the local church? 
When Paul asked, ''When one of you has a grievance against a 
brother, does he dare go to law before the unrighteous instead of 
the saints?" was he not talking about a local body of saints? In the 
case above, who would be the saints through whom Mission could 
seek redress? To whom would they appeal? 


Now, some will answer that in this case they would ''appeal to God, 
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for, 'Vengence is mine, saith the Lord'." This, too, has its place 
in the social order, but we're not talking about vengence, per se. 
We're talking about ''ceasing and desisting", which is one of the 
meanings of "redress''. Brethren who would answer this way would 
have said the same thing toJesus when he chased the money chang- 
ers from the temple. His was a "cease and desist" action! Then 
there was a case where Paul struck a sorcerer blind (temporarily), 
which may likewise be classified as a cease and desist measure. 
I'm confident that any action against Rice would be for this reason. 


This may not be an exact parallel, but it is worthy of note that 
Paul on an occasion "appealed to Caesar" when his life was threat- 

ened by his own "brethren in the flesh.'' Did he not use "law" to his 
own benefit? Is spiritual life any less important? It seems incon- 
ceivable that aninjured brother has no recourse when his reputation, 
character, career, and the livelihood of his family is at stake. All 
governments and laws are ordained of God (Rom. 13) and they exist 
to curb the activities of evil-doers. Therefore it is my opinion that 
the injured party in the above case has recourse through the laws 
of the land when there is no body of saints to take jurisdiction in 
the affair. 


Again some will call attention to Paul's "Why not suffer wrong?" 
In cases where personal injury alone is involved, then the one in- 
jured should suffer the wrong and leave the matter of vengence in 
the hands of God. But note that Paul deals specifically with cases 
of "fraud"’. Where careers and reputations are at stake we're deal- 
ing with another matter because it has an effect on the church at 
large. Again we could ask why didn't Jesus and Paul suffer the 
wrong on the occasions mentioned above? Because the concern 
here was far greater in importance than mere personal injury. In 
Paul's case the preaching of the gospel was being affected by his 
enemy. For this reason we might even say that when a preacher's 
reputation is attacked and his career is at stake and he makes no 
effort to defend himself, he may possibly incur God's wrath. When 
a preacher allows his career to be destroyed without raising a hand 
in protest, he flushes down the drain all the good that he would have 
accomplished during his lifetime as a gospel preacher. All the 
sinners and the children of sinners throughout their generations 
would be lost who otherwise would have been saved had the preacher 
defended his reputation and continued his preaching. If it means 
going to law, then it must be done. This is not a case of "doing 
evil that good may come", but a plain case of using common sense 
to do what is right that good may continue. 


What gives Ira Rice, Jr. the right to appeal to Scripture for protect- 
ion when he himself fails to abide by the teachings of Scripture? 
How can he use Scripture to defend his nefarious activities whenhe 
ignores the moral and ethical teachings of Scripture? Is he exempt 
from the rules just because he fancies himself the ‘savior of the 
church''? And does he fit the description of a true "brother" in his 
career of scalping other brethren? 
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Another strange twist is that the majority of our preachers will 
admit privately that they do not agree with Ira's witch-hunting ways, 
but they will not voice these convictions publicly! Yet, these same 
preachers are among the first to condemn MISSION for "taking a 
brother to law."' This is plainly a case of taking the road of least 
resistance. Their failure to publicly disapprove of witch-hunting 
is interpreted by Ira as an endorsement of his fancied mission of 
"saving the church." 


On other occasions these preachers are the very ones who ask, 
"What's wrong with the church?"' "Why isn't the church moving?" 
Brethren the church will move when we want it to move! The church 
will "move" when love permeates the body and when we become 
internally motivated to move it. Warring brethren, factions, dis- 
fellowshipping congregations, and schisms do not instill those 
psychological factors essential for internal motivation which pro- 
motes church growth. Only love, good-will, faith, knowledge and 
fellowship is able to "stir up one another to love and good works." 
The brotherhood will never become "stirred up" sufficiently to 
move the church until it develops that all-important ingredient of 
"faith working through love" (Gal. 5:6). The Ira Rice "spirit" is not 
conducive to this kind of love; therefore Ira is more than just a 
man with a bad temperment, HE IS AN INSTITUTION! 


Faith without love is "faith alone" in the true sense of the phrase. 
Love motivates one to''DO", while faith without love is "non-doing". 
Therefore, when a self-appointed guardian of the church is allowed 
to roam at will throughout the brotherhood "seeking whom he may 
devour", he destroys brotherhood love which is the very spirit that 
moves the church. Ira's "search and destroy" method of operation 
has the effect of arousing the worst in brethren. In each of us there 
is that "lower nature" which most of us manage to keep under 
control. Ira's success is in his ability to arouse this base nature 
and those who succumb enlist as warriors in the "Church of Rice", 
as one brother said it. We are also aware that this same nature 
may be aroused in us who oppose the spirit of Ira Rice, and it is 
something we have to constantly fight to keep from being overcome 
by the urge to "strike back''—some will interpret this editorial as 
just that, striking back. But I prefer to think that we're saying 
things that needs saying, which not many others are willing to say. 


Brethren, I Cor. 6 was not intended to provide blanket protection 
for all sorts of spiritual skulduggery. The intent of Paul's pro- 
hitition is obvious, to protect the church, but the intent is abused 
when brethren use it as a shield while firing on the careers of other 
brethren. 


How ashamed must our Lord be over the childish antics of his 
people. And what wrath lies in store for him who climbs to renown 
on the wrecked careers of those whom he is indebted to love. It is 
for this reason that we pity Ira Rice, Jr. 
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Justification by Faith 
And The Clarity Of The Bible 


Robert D. Brinsmead 


PART 3, DIVISION 3 


Reprinted by permission. Present Truth, PO Box 1311 


Fallbrook California 92028, USA. 


PART 3: Justification Exposes All Errors 


Editor's Note: In the June and July issues the author proceeded to show 
how that justification" exposes the errors in Romanism, Pentecostalism, 
Subjectivism, Dispensationalism, Perfectionism, and now in this issue 
he continues with the errors of Dualism. 


DUALISM 


It has been a popular belief among 
many Christians that man possesses 
a mortal body, but a soul which by 
very nature is innately immortal. In 
recent years the best Christian 
scholarship from the mainstream of 
the Christian movement has acknow- 
ledged that this sort of thinking is 
thoroughly Grecian and cannot be 
substantiated from the Bible. Re- 
formed scholar Herman Hoeksema 
is certainly not alone when he refers 
to "the so-called immortality of the 
soul'’ and calls it "an error, for the 
which there is no item of proof in 
the Word of God; which, in the con- 
trary, is condemned by Scripture 
throughout. It is one of those doc- 
trines that have been inherited by 
the church from Platonic philosophy, 
that have simply been received 
without criticism and without being 
judged in the light of Scripture..." 
—Herman Hoeksema, Reformed Dog- 
matics (Reformed Free Pub. Assoc.), 
p. 208. 


Tf we are to examine this matter 
of immortality in the light of Scrip- 
ture, we should try to think in 
biblical categories and move within 
the framework of Scripture. That 


framework is justification by faith. 
It is this which calls the entire con 
cept of natural immortality into 
serious question. When we deal with 
the matter on this basis, we are not 
grappling with the tentacles of the 
octopus, but we get right to its heart. 


The saving action of God in Jesus 
Christ must always be viewed in 
three moments—the past, the future, 
and the present. 


The Past. The gospel of Christ's 
finished work means that, in Christ, 
God has put away sin, brought in 
everlasting righteousness, and per- 
fected forever the elect community 
(Heb. 9:26; 1:3; 2 Cor. 5:21; Heb. 10: 
14). Also, He "hath abolished death, 
and hath brought life and immortality 
to light through the gospel" 2 Tim. 1: 
10. It ought to be evident that those 
gifts which are brought to man 
in the gospel do not belong to him 
innately. 


The Future. All the things which 
God did inChrist at His first advent, 
God will bring to us visibly at 
Christ's second advent. That is the 
nature of eschatology —it is the open 


disclosure of what God has already 
done. Upon His return at the end of 
the world, Christ will actually bring 
us the state of sinlessness, perfec- 
tion, deathlessness and immortality 
(Gal.5:5; Heb. 11:40; Phil. 3:11, 12; 
Col. 3:2-4; 1 Cor. 15:50-55; Rom. 
8:16-23). 


The Present. Meanwhile, "in the 
times between", the believer pos- 
sesses all these things only by faith. 
His righteousness and completeness 
are found only in Christ at God's 
right hand. His life is hid with 
Christ in God (Col. 3:3). He is not 
deathless in himself, but in Christ. 
The inheritance is in heaven, and he 
is on earth, kept by the power of 
God through faith (1 Pet. 1:3 -5). 
Justification by faith teaches the 
believer that his righteousness is 
outside of himself and in the Person 
of Christ. And that is where his life 
and immortality are found. It cannot 
be otherwise. 


The ideas of justification by an 
inward righteousness and the pos- 
session of an inward immortality 
belong together. Their home is in 
Rome. Dr. Helmut Thielicke (Ger- 
man Lutheran scholar) points out 
that the Roman Catholic doctrine of 
justification by an inherent (infused) 
righteousness and the concept of 
inherent immortality belong together: 


"On Protestant soil this notion of 
infusion once more crept in after the 
Reformation. AsI see it, however, 
the logical consequence of this change 
has not been drawn, namely, a doc- 
trine of immortality which would be 
substantively parallel to, and in 
correspondence with, the later doc- 
trine of justification.'Helmut Thie- 
licke, Death and Life (Philadelphia: 
Fortress, 1970), p. 198. 

"The righteousness that is valid 
before God (namely that vindication 
which makes me a participant in 


God's gracious fellowship) is nota 
quality of my own by virtue of which 
I am righteous, but God's quality by 
virtue of which He makes me right- 
eous... Thus our righteousness is 
the quality of someone else. It is an 
alien righteousness (aliena justitia). 

The notion of infusion also neces- 
sarily produces from the same root 
a new doctrine of immortality, which 
must operate with the idea that the 
soul now filled with the divine sub- 
stance of grace, furnished with zoe 
as it were, cannot succumb to death, 
but must outlive it. 

By contrast the biblical faith 
rediscovered by Luther knows that 
both righteousness and zoe (life) 
remain exclusively at God's disposal 
and that I participate in them only to 
the degree that fellowship with God 
in Christ is vouchsafed to me per- 
sonally, that is, vouchsafed to me 
for no intrinsic reason at all... 

It follows that I dare not regard 
my -death, even under the aspect of 
biological mask, as something that no 
longer strikes the real me, since I 
am immortal, but moves on bypass- 
ing my soul. No, all of me goes 
down into death.* Nothing gives me 
the right to reject the totality of man, 
which the Scriptures proclaim in 
connection with the disaster of death, 
and suddenly spiit him into body and 
soul, into a perishable and an im- 
perishable I-segment. But as a 
Christian I go down into this death 
with the complete confidence that I 
cannot remain therein, since I am 
one whom God has called by name 
and therefore I shall be called anew 
on God's day. I am under the pro- 
tection of the Resurrected One. I am 
not immortal, but I await my own 
resurrection... 

At this point the reformers' bib- 
lical understanding of justification 
reaches, as it were, its high point. 
Just as I stand with empty hands 
before God and remain standing, just 
as I can only beseech God neverthe- 


*See editor's comments on page 9. 


less toaccept me, in just this fashion 
do I move into my death with empty 
hands and without any death - proof 
substance in my soul, but only with 
gaze focused on God's hand and with 
the petition on my lips, ‘Hand that 
will last, hold Thou me fast!'"' (ibid., 
pp. 196-169. 


The great doctrine of justification 
by faith implies that man is utterly 
bankrupt of righteousness and life 
except for Jesus Christ, who has 
graciously become both on the sin- 
ner's behalf. Says Anders Nygren 
in his book, Eros and Agape (Harper 
& Row): 


"The idea of immortality of the 
soul causes offense primarily be- 
cause it is an expression of man's 
hybris (insolence) towards God. For 
Christian faith, salvation from death 
is amighty act of God; in the Platonic, 
Hellenistic view, immortality is a 
native possession of the human soul. 
But such adoctrine, from the Christ- 
ian point of view, is in line with the 
Fall; it is man's attempt to make 
himself God; it is an assault on 
God's divinity. Instead of taking 
eternal life from God's hand as a 
gift of His unmerited Agape, man 
insists that he possesses it in his 
own right in virtue of the divine 
nature of the soul. That is why the 
idea is godless and blasphemous." 
—p. 281. 


The doctrine of inherent immor- 
tality not only provides a link with 
Rome and, through Rome, back to 
the mystery religions (see Nygren, 
ibid., p. 165), but it is a bridge of 
modern -day spiritism, which itself 
is becoming so much like Pentecost- 
alism that it is practically impossible 
to tell the difference. Error is a 
fantastic network which has one root= 
its denial of the principle of justifi- 
cation by faith. 


We do not deny, but happily ack- 


nowledge, that many great and good 
men have believed in justification ‘by 
faith and the natural immortality of 
the soul. This highlights what we 
mean when we Say that the principle 
of justification by faith must be al- 
lowed to call our traditions into 
radical question. This is the task of 
the ecclesia reformata which can 
truthfully claim to be semper refor- 
manda. | 


OPTIONALISM 


There is a teaching, very wide- 
spread in some evangelical circles, 
which says that if a person once be- 
comes a Christian, he cannot be lost 
even if he utterly denies the faith in 
subsequent conduct. This idea makes 
such a separation between justifica- 
tion and sanctification that it pro- 
poses that an unsanctified man can 
still be justified. We call this 
optionalism because it makes a life 
of holiness optional as far as salva- 
tion is concerned. 


This sort of teaching cannot be 
classed in the Lutheran tradition, 
for everybody who has read Luther 
knows that he and the entire Lutheran 
movement teach it is possible to fall 
from grace like the foolish Galatians 
(Gal. 5:4). Nor can it be classed as 
Calvinism, because Calvin is em- 
phatic that God justifies noone whom 
He does not at the same time sanctify. 
A good Calvinist will say that 
although salvation is not by man's 
perseverance, yet it will not be 
without man's perseverance. And 
of course Arminianism is even more 
radical than Luther on the possibility 
of falling from grace. We say these 
things, not because we think we can 
base our faith on any tradition, but 
because some people will even 
question whether a person is a true 
Protestant if he questions the way 
they divorce’ sanctification from 
justification. 


We need to continually appeal to 
one another that, no matter how 
fanatically devoted we may be to a 
certain theory, we must allow it to 
be tested by the divine plumb line of 
justification by faith. 


If without adding ‘by faith, '' the 
Bible taught that justification was by 
grace on the grounds of Christ's 
righteousness, there might be some 
grounds for optionalism. But a pro- 
per consideration of the conditional 
"by faith" utterly rules out this 
possibility. 


"The assertion of faith as acon- 
dition is always closely linked with 
the most objective declarations 
concerning the righteousness of God: 
Romans 1:17; 3:22-28; 4; 5:1. The 
achievement and declaration of sal- 
vation are never separated from the 
appropriation of salvation, because 
the revealing action in question al- 
ways stands in the I/Thou relation— 
ship. The new thing is from the very 
first and continually related to faith 
alone. ''= Theological Dictionary of 
the New Testament, ed. G. Kittel 
(Eerdmans), Vol. 2, p. 206. 


Justification by faith means that 
only the one who believes (present 
tense) is justified. In most instances 
the Greek word for believe has no 
grounds at all for supposing that he 
is presently justified. A Christian 
is a believer. He is not just a man 
who once believed. Faith cannot live 
without the Holy Spirit, good works, 
and a life of holiness. Neither can it 
exist where there is any wicked in- 
tention to sin. 


We must therefore insist that 
justification is by faith. By faith! 
As Luther says, he that believes 
possesses nothing. Hebrews 11:1 
calls faith the "title deeds" ("sub- 
stance"). Without a present, living, 
active faith, there is no "title deed" 





to justification. We do not deny that 
there is security for the believer. 
We deny that there is security for an 
unbeliever. 


We have continually drawn atten- 
tion to the objective (outside-of-me) 
nature of God's gracious act in justi- 
fying the sinner. The saving action 
of God took place "outside of me" in 
the finished work of Jesus Christ. 
Furthermore, the doctrine of justi- 
fication by imputation teaches us that 
our salvation, righteousness, secur- 
ity, life and immortality are all 
outside of us in the Person of Christ. 
But the error which we are here 
discussion internalizes "the finished 
work," and it internalizes security. 
In much of the literature and teach- 
ing which we have examined, option- 
alism equates the new -birth event 
with the finished work of Christ and 
leads people to put their faith in this 
internal experience as the guarantee 
of their security. In this it is very 
subjective. 


The doctrine of optionalism can 
only exist where a doctrinal system 
has been abstracted from the Bible. 
A person cannot really read the Bible 
carefully listening to what it says, 
and find this teaching in there. Get- 
ting something out of the Bible isa 
different thing from getting it in the 
Bible, when one has to take cogni- 
zance of the entire living organism 
of truth. In the framework of the 
Bible there are passages to encour- 
age and comfort the believer in the 
trial of his faith; then there are 
passages which warn and admonish 
him about the danger of departing 
from the faith. We cannot be said to 
be truly biblical unless we are doing 
justice to both of these aspects of 
divine revelation. BS 


The next issue will cover the errors 
of Legalism and Antinomianism, and 
will conclude the series. ~— Ed. 


WHAT HAPPENS TO SOUL AFTER DEATH? 


Editor (REFERENCE PAGE 6 FOOTNOTE) 


What Thielicke writes in reference to the soul ''dying'’ could be 
misleading and even discouraging to those who have not made a 
study of the constitution of man. For, when he says that, "'...all of 
me goes down into death. ..'', meaning both body and soul, it seems 
to conflict with all that we have learned concerning the death of the 
saints. However, some of the "sting" (1 Cor. 15:55) is removed 
from the thought when we understand what constitutes "soul." 


First, let me say that when we talk about death and eternity we are 
on the edge of infinity and it would be well to remain flexible and be 
something less than dogmatic on the subject. 


Concerning the constitution of man, scholarship is generally agreed 
that Adam was first ‘body"' and then "soul" when "'spirit" was fused 
(breathed into) with body. This can only mean that as respecting 
the "elements'’ in man, he is a qual being, but when "soul" is 
thought of as a third element he may be referred to as a triune 
being. But "soul'' is not a third element. It is the result of adding 
body and spirit together. ''We think of the spirit as soul, only when 
in the body, so that we cannot speak of an immortality of the soul, 
in the proper sense, without bodily life'' —Schleiermacher, as 
quoted by A.H. Strong, Systematic Theology, one-volume edition 
(Judson Press, Philadelphia, 1907), p. 486. If we can reason that 
the body of Adam had no life until quickened by the spirit, which 
constituted him soul, then we can likewise reason that when spirit 
is removed from body the body dies (James 2:26) and likewise soul 
is non-existent since there is no life entity, being, soul. With this 
thought in mind it is understandable why Thielicke writes that both 
body and soul go down into death. 


However, if this appears to vindicate Thielicke, there is still a 
realm of uncertainty and a certain degree of assumption connected 
with his views of death. Two primary things has to be assumed 
before one can Say that the soul dies. First, it has to be assumed 
that the spirit will at some future time exist without the body. This 
necessitates the second assumption that the element of ''time" 
exists between physical death and the resurrection to a new body; 
and here we leave the"'edge"’ of infinity and leap right in the middle. 


Some will deny that these things have to be assumed; but nowhere 
does the scriptures teach that the spirit of man will ever exist 
without the body, even after physical death. Crawford comments: 


Aristotelian - Thomastic teaching is that soul "informs" 
body, or vice versa, that body is "informed" by soul 
("inform" meaning to give form to, that is, to put a thing 





in its proper class); hence that the two are inseparable, 
because body needs soul, and soul needs body, for mutually 
complementary énds. The same thing may be said of 
"spirit", as used in scripture, it seems always to be re- 
presented as being associated with, or identical with, a 
rarefied form of 'matter.''... All this boils down to the 
fact that, with reference to man, neither soul nor spirit, 
in Biblical teaching is bodilessness: the notion of "dis- 
embodied spirits'’' is a distinctive feature of Oriental 
mysticisms. According to scripture teaching, God alone 
is Pure Spirit (John 4:24). —C.C. Crawford, Genesis, Vol. 
1 (College Press), pp 434, 445. 


If the matter of bodiless spirits is to be settled by the amount of 
scriptural evidence, then we will have to side with the idea that man 
has continuous possession of 'body"'. Consider these examples in 
scripture: 


Enoch was "translated" and continued his walk with God in the oe 
(Gen. 5:24); Moses died and was interned by God Himself (Deut. 34: 
5,6), but he appeared in the body (Matt. 17:1-6); Elijah was takenup 
before the eyes of Elisha (I Kings 2:11), but he appeared with Moses 
and Christ in the body; both Lazarus and the Rich Man were in the 
body (Luke 16:19-31); on the advent of the "new age", many of the 
graves in Jerusalem were opened: and the dead saints arose and 
walked about in the body (Matt. 27:52, 53), and Jesus "led captivity 
captive’ (Eph. 4:3); John saw "souls" under the altar (Rev. 6:9), 
and only spirits with bodies can be seen. Jesus, the greatest of all 
examples, continues in the body as "flesh and bones" (Luke 24:40). 


Porter, in Human Intellect", p. 39, writes: 


That the soul begins to exist as a vital force does not re- 
quire that it should always exist as such a force in connec- 
tion with a material body. Should it require another such 
body, it may have the power to create it for itself, as it 
has formed the one it first inhabited; or it may have already 
formed it, and may hold it ready for occupation as soon as 
it sloughs off the one which connects it with the earth. (A. 
H. Strong, ibid). 


Before dismissing the latter suggestion as unthinkable, consider 
the passage in II Cor. 5:1-5, where Paul seems to introduce the 
thought. 


For we know that if the earthly tent we live in is destroyed, 
we have a building from God, a house not made with hands, 
eternal in the heavens. Here indeed we groan and long to 
put on our heavenly dwelling, so that by putting it on we 
may not be found naked. For while we are still in this 
tent, we sigh with anxiety; not that we would be unclothed 
but that we would be further clothed, so that what is mortal 
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may be swallowed up by life. He who has prepared us for 
this very thing is God, who has given us the Spirit as a 
guarantee. 


Note especially that when this earthly tent (body) is destroyed, "we 
have a building (spiritual body) from God... eternal in the heavens". 
Crawford says, 'Strictly speaking, the word 'eternal' means with- 
out beginning or end, whereas 'immortal' means ‘having a begin- 
ning but no ending'(ibid., p. 440). Therefore, if we have a body 
which is eternal" in the heavens, the idea presented by Porter may 
not be too far off course. Crawford goes on to say concerning the 
transfer from physical (corruptible) body to the spiritual (incorrup- 
tible) body: 


To try to determine whether this transmutation takes place 
immediately at death, or following an "intermediate state" 
at the general Resurrection (Matt. 11:21-24; 12:38-42), is, 
of course unjustified, presumptuous, and futile: it is vainly 
trying to interpose man's measurement of time into the 
realm of God's timelessness: and all such matters are best 
ass in the disposition of the Sovereign of the Universe..."' 
ibid. ). 


The fact that God does not count time as we do, that "with the Lord 
one day is as a thousand years...", etc., should cause us to proceed 
cautiously when we speak of death and the hereafter. All the con- 
fusion which exists in this and in other areas of the afterlife is due 
to the inability to think in timeless terms. We simply cannot 
imagine a realm in which time is not a factor, or how that God can 
live in the eternal TODAY, and holding the whole course of human 
history before him in one instant. Maritian had this observation: 


All of this means=and let us mark this well in our minds 
that God has the entire course of time physically present 
in His eternal Instant, and that He has it before His eyes 
in its entirety when He established all things from all 
eternity. ..that eternity to which all the instants of the life 
of a man, the last as well as the first, are present to- 
gether. ~—Jacques Maritian, God and the Permission of 
Evil (Trans. by Evans. Bruce, Milwaukee), pp. 79, 106. 


If God holds the total history of creation before him, then he sees 
the saints in their final state, NOW. The saved who leave this 
created life through physical death move into the eternal realm 
where God isomnipresent. Paul had the great desire to be out of 
the body and BE WITH CHRIST (Phil. 1:23). He knew nothing about 
a "realm of departed spirits.” True, there was a Hadean world 
before "life'’ became a reality, but 'In saying, 'He ascended,’ what 
does it mean but that he had also descended into the lower parts of 
the earth? He who descended is he who also ascended far above all 
the heavens...'' (Eph. 4:9,10). In death Christ descended into the 
Hadean world and broke the bonds of death. In the GREAT ESCAPE 
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he took with him a "host of captives'' when he ascended "far above 
the heavens."' All of the redeemed ascend to be with Christ as His 
captives (''slaves", Rom. 6:22), just as Moses and Elijah, and just 
as Paul who had already been there (II Cor. 12:2-4),. 


The Holy Spirit now dwells in those who are sanctified (Rom. 8:9) 
as a guarantee of our resurrection (II Cor. 5:5). Consider this: If 
the Holy Spirit dwells in us now, and if the spirits of departed 
saints wing their way into some nether region at the point of death, 
where does the Holy Spirit go? Does the Spirit go with the saint 
into the Hadean world, or does he return to heaven? If the Spirit 
returns to God to await further instructions at the resurrection, 
then what is the significance of His present indwelling, and how is 
the ''guarantee" affirmed in the departed spirit? If the answer is 
that He will return at some later time to resurrect the body, then 
we must ask how such is possible in a realm where "time" doesn't 
exist? 


The Bible, of course, does not teach such a concept of death, nor of 
the Holy Spirit ever leaving the redeemed alone in a Hadean world. 
Such a thought is not very pleasant. Paul said, "If the Spirit of him 
who raised Jesus from the dead dwells in you, he who raised Christ 
Jesus from the dead will give life to your mortal bodies through 
His Spirit which dwells in you" (Rom. 8:11). There is no interim 
period mentioned here or elsewhere in scripture, for ''...just as it 
is appointed for men to die once, and after that comes judgment" 
(Heb. 9:27). Still the pivotal question is "when" will the Spirit "give 
life to your mortal bodies"? But even the question raises the issue 
of "time" and without it we have no point of reference from which 
to answer. 


Paul's passage to the Romans is evidence that he who dies "in the 
Lord" has the means of his resurrection dwelling within him, which 
is the Holy Spirit. Therefore it is unnecessary for God to send 
forth some external power to affect our resurrection. The power is 
internal, just as it was in Jesus. To suggest that there is a waiting 
period after physical death (which Paul refers to as putting off the 
corruptible body) is to suggest that God dwells within "time" and is 
"waiting" for the proper time to call the dead to life. But if God 
"inhabits eternity''as stated by Isaiah (57:15), and eternity extending 
from infinity to infinity, then it can only mean that God dwells 
throughout the whole course of eternity simultaneously, and at a 
time when all history has transpired and stands before him in one 
display. Such a thought overwhelms the imagination for it is 
infinity versus the finite. For this reason God communicates to 
mankind anthropocentrically, that is, God presumes to have the 
same values and experiences as man, even though his "thoughts are 
not our thoughts". Therefore, he speaks to us through scripture 
in the ''future"’ sense or in a time frame so as to give us a point of 
reference, because we cannot grasp the infinite. But I can see 
nothing here that would conflict with the doctrine of justification by 
faith. (bottom of next page) 
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Life After Life 


JOE BLACK 
Birmingham, AL 


"IT heard the doctors say that I was 
dead... Everything was very black, 
except that, way off from me, I could 
see this light. It grew larger as I 
came nearer and nearer to it. I was 
trying to get to the light at the end, 
because I felt it was Christ. ..It was 
not a frightening experience. It was 
more or less a pleasant experience." 
This is a statement from one of the 
many case histories of near death 
experiences examined by Dr. Raymond 
Moody in his book, Life After Life. 
His sequel, Reflections on Life After 
Life, has been published. The fwo 
volumes may be found in the same 
binding. They make interesting read- 
ing. 


A near death experience means that 
one is clinically dead; the doctors 
have pronounced him dead. While 
each experience is different there are 
some amazing similarities. Many who 
"died'' on the operating table speak of 
traveling through a long dark tunnel, 
thenfinding themselves floating above, 
and looking down on, the doctor's 
efforts to revive their bodies. Many 
speak of going on a pleasant journey 
to a beautiful place. There came in 
contact with a "Being of Light'’. None 
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SOUL... DEATH - from page 12 


= = = 
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describe it as a thing; it is alwaysa 
person. They feel great contentment 
and do not want to leave. 


How shall we view these books? Does 
the Bible teach these things? If the 
details are not spelled out in the Bible, 
do they conflict with what the Bible 
teaches? My own opinion is that the 
details are not spelled out and there- 
fore cannot conflict with the experi- 
ences of the people in these books. 
There are preachers who are confident 
they have a complete picture of exist- 
ence between death and the return of 
the Lord. I use to know more about 
such things than I do now. 


I recommend that you read the books. 
I found them disturbing in acomforting 
way. These books will change you 
regardless of your theology. The 
sectarian may have some trouble be- 
lieving non-Christians have the same 
experiences as Christians. Still there 
are those in the books who seem to be 
in a state of punishment. These are 
only seen by those reporting their 
experiences. We have yet to hear 
from one of the condemned. Since the 
book has come out I have heard testi- 
mony from friends who have had sim- 
ilar experiences. ea 





—— Se 


It is my opinion (note opinion") that God has shown us through the 
examples already cited what is to come at physical death, and I 
know of no other reason why He would have recorded the examples 
unless he intended for them to teach a lesson. Enoch was translated 
from physical body to spiritual body without missing a step in his 
walk with God; Elijah was ''caught up'' to continue his life in the body 


on a higher plane; and Jesus said, "I am the resurrection." 


What 


can weconclude except that those who live"'in Him” live in perpetual 
"resurrection" (life) and that at physical death we, like others 
before us, continue our walk with God without missing a step. Ss 
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A Bold and Noble Confession 


Buff Scott, Jr. 


1003 Pilot Avenue 
Cherokee, IA 51012 


A bold and noble confession can have 
a dual effect. It elevates the soul of 
the one who makes it and serves as 
a soothing balm to those who hear it. 
Such was the case recently in the 
"Gospel Guardian,"' a bi-weekly 
journal of the "non - cooperative" 
faction of the Church of Christ, la~ 
beled thusly by the faction that sup- 
ports cooperative efforts as_ the 
Herald of Truth radio and TV pro- 
grams and benevolent societies from 
their "church treasuries,'’ whatever 
that is. 


The confession is part of an editor- 
ial in the February 1 issue. The 
editor expresses fear that his fellow 
conservatives may develop a militant 
attitude toward their brothers ‘who 
disagree with them and become 
"partisan to the core."' He says of 
the two factions: ''Today, the two 
fellowships of professed Christians, 
for all practical purposes, consti- 
tutes two separate and distinct re- 
ligious bodies." 


I wish not to add to the divisive 
nature of these ''two separate and 
distinct religious bodies,'’ nor do I 
want to drive them farther apart, 
but the fragrant effect the confession 
has on our efforts to uniteall Christ- 
ians in all religious groups cannot 
go unnoticed. The confession is a 
soothing balm to those of us seeking 
unity because the various scgments 
of the Church of Christ cannot strive 
for unity until they first become 
aware that they are divided and 
recognize the need to do something 
about it. The first element is re- 
cognized but the desire to do some- 
thing constructive about it appears 
to be missing. 


14 


The confession helps to confirm 
something else I have known many 
years: The Church of Christis a 
fragmented branch of the world-wide 
religious spectrum. Her adherents 
can no longer claim to be a move- 
ment dedicated to restoration and 
reformation, for she is presently 
divided into at least 20 factions with 
each Claiming to be the one and only 
"church" set in motion by Jesus 
through his apostles. Each faction 
is constantly trying to reform and 
restore the other factions! It would 
be funny if it were not so serious. 
This religious party with its many 
factions has become an eyesore to 
the world. The editor's confession 
should leave no doubt that the Church 
of. Christ has joined the ranks of 
contemporary religions. No longer 
is she "primitive" or "early."' She 
is modern and fresh! 


It should not be necessary to remind 
ourselves that Paul speaks of one 
body of believers in Eph. 4:4. Yet 
the editor speaks of "two separate 
and distinct bodies."' So how is his 
statement to be interpreted? Simply 
that there are many religious fact- 
ions within the sect calling itself the 
Church of Christ that are in contest 
against and in conflict with each 
other. In view of this divided spec- 
tacle I must conclude that she is a 
sect among sects and that within this 
sect are many partisan groups. This 
is sad when one considers Paul's 
condemnation of the "party spirit" in 
Galatians 5:20. But sadder yet that 
each party accuses the others of 
spoken of by Daniel, but how can she 
break to pieces other kingdoms when 
she is so broken herself? 


Another observation that should be 
noted is that except for a remnant, 
those associated with the different 
parties within the Church of Christ 
are enslaved. They are not free to 
speak out and challenge the party 
without fear of reprisal. The party 
spirit has always enslaved while the 
divine Spirit frees, ''for where the 
Spirit of the Lord is there is free- 
dom" (2 Cor. 3:17). But by nature 
people will not be bound for long, 
either by political or religious fet- 


ters. They will in time rebel and 
revolt. 
' Brotherhood"' in the Church of 


Christ is misused and abused for it 
is made to include only those within 
the party. Peter did not use the 
term thusly when he admonished 
believers to “love the brotherhood" 
(1 Pet. 2:17). He no more referred 
to the Church of Christ than he did 
the Methodist Church. He referred 
to no ''church" at all! The term was 
introduced centuries later by a 
divine-right king, long after God's 
ecclesia or community of saints was 
ushered in. "Church" is a misnomer 


and refers to either a sect or meet- 
inghouse. The divine Spirit never 
once used the term to refer to God's 
colony on earth. And Jesus no more 
used the term in Matt. 16:18 than did 
Stephen in Acts 7:38, where the KJV 
places Moses "in the church in the 
wilderness." If the term ''church" is 
a mistranslation here, it is certainly 
a mistranslation elsewhere. If not, 
why not? I will say again, as I have 
in previous writings: Man founded 
churches! Jesus founded his com— 
munity or congregation, and every- 
one who has accepted him and has 
been immersed inwater {is amember 
of that community, whether or not 
he accepts Herald of Truth, benevo- 
lent societies, instrumental music, 
the one cup, or a host of other things. 
I will construct no party around any 
of these silly matters, and I will 
pray that those who have will dis- 
mantle the barriers that keep us 
separated and reach out and grasp 
their brothers by both hands and tell 
them that God's reign in the hearts 
of men is more than these trivial 
Opinions that have us divided, and 
consists of love, joy, freedom, and 
hope. = 


DENOMINATIONS 


(A Continuing Discussion with Pervie Nichols) 


Editor 





QUESTION 11: If holding to, and teaching a doctrine incorrectly 
constitutes a denomination, what is the status of those within the 
Church of Christ who hold different views on doctrinal matters? 


11. ANSWER: Although a peculiar doctrine may identify a denomi- 
nation, the reason it is a denomination is because it is man-made, 
ahuman institution, started and maintained by teaching the doctrines 
of men. 

Members of the church may "hold different views" regarding the 
meaning of certain hard-to-be-understood scriptures (2 Pet. 3:15,16), 
but they are not to press their opinions upon others. Anyone who 
holds to and teaches something contrary to the plain truth on any 
subject commits sin. 2 Jn. 9-10; Mt. 13:15. 

(continued on page 18) 
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MORE ON... “Gntry ne of Chui” 


Leon O. Gill 
Arab, Alabama 


I have read what two brothers, Steve 
Williams and Dallas Burdette, had 
to say about the doctrine of Christ. 
Both brethren use what they refer to 
as ''scholars'' in commentaries. 
Commentaries are good helps, but 
what is a scholar except the one we 
agree with? Scholars and Commen- 
taries differ on a lot of things, just 
as we all differ, and do not really 
prove anything. What I am about to 
say will not prove anything either, 
but I would like to share my thinking 
on what John is getting at in 2 John 9. 
This is not a rebuttal or a debate, 
and what I have to say is not bound 
upon anyone. This is just a letter 
like John wrote—a kindof love letter. 


I write to you because you have 
known HIM from the beginning (HIM~ 
not the letters that were written to 
the saints later). I write to you who 
know HIM—your sins are forgiven. 
I write to you because you are strong 
in overcoming the wicked one, and 
the word of God abideth in you. How~ 
ever, we are all weak on some points 
of doctrine regardless of how strong 
some of us think we are. 


In the first place, John saw, heard, 
and handled something in the begin- 
ning. It was the word of Life (vs. 1). 
That which he saw he declared unto 
you (vs. 3). What was the word of 
Life? Whatever it was it was made 
manifest and he saw it (vs. 2). How 
can the word be made known, or how 
can you see life? —by becoming flesh 


(John 1:14) which was in the beginning. 


Our fellowship is with the Father and 
with the Son, Jesus Christ. They are 
the basis of our fellowship, not 


whether we understand the letters 
that were written to the saints later. 
First, God has to have saints to 
write to. God called us into the fel- 
lowship of his Son, Jesus Christ (1 
Cor. 9) by confessing that Jesus 
came in the flesh (1 John 4:2). Notice 
Paul said God called (past tense). 
That was before Paul wrote this let— 
ter to the Corinthians. How were the 
Jews called on Pentecost? By hear— 
ing the gospel the message of the 
Lord Jesus Christ. The gospel is 
the power that gives salvation (Rom. 
1:16), not doctrine! This is our 
downfall. We are trying to convert 
people with doctrine. We are to feed 
upon the doctrine which is the bread 
of life; but we shall not live by bread 
alone (Matt. 4:4; Luke 4:4). In the 
beginning we have to be born, then 
we are fed on the bread of life. 


What John saw, heard, handled, and 
looked upan was the Word. In the 
beginning the Word was God (John 1: 
1). That Word was made flesh (vs. 
14). John states in 1 John 2:7, 


Brethren I write no new com- 
mandment unto you, but an old 
commandment which you had 
from the beginning. 


The old command is the word which 
you have heard (past tense) from the 
beginning. 1 John 2;23, 24 says, 
"Whosoever denieth the Son, the 
same has not the Father. He that 
acknowledges the Son has the Father 
also. Let that therefore abide in you 
which you have heard (past tense) 
from the beginning.'' What they 
heard in the beginning was not what 
John wrote in the beginning; neither 
was it what he wrote in the ending, 
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nor the letters to the seven churches 
nor the Revelation letter itself; nor 
was it the letter which John was then 
writing. He wrote these after what- 
ever they heard from the beginning. 


God is light and God is love (1 John 
1:5; 4:8), We are to walk in that 
light (or love), as He is in the light 
(1 John 1:7). If the "light" here is 
knowledge, as some think, then you 
would have to be as wise as God. 
The word, or the light, is not and 
cannot be the whole New Testament 
for several reasons. 


e You cannot keep something that 
you do not and cannot understand. 


e The early saints did not have 
all of the New Testament. 


e Abiding in Himis not based upon 
knowledge (1 Cor. 8:7). 


e Abiding in Him is not based on 
law, but faith (Gal. 2:16). 


e The Bible plainly tells what the 
commandments are inJohn 3:22, 23). 


Bro. Steve Williams quotes verse 
24 where John tells us that the ones 
who keephis commandments abideth 
in Him. A big AMEN! However, he 
did not quote verse 23 which tells 
what the commandments are, i.e., 
to believe on his name. If the com- 
mandments here are ALL the New 
Testament, then we would have to 
understand all of the word of God to 
abide in Him. If not "all", then how 
much are we to understand? Who 
can stand up andsay he has aperfect 
under standing of Revelation? If not, 
then just how much do we have to 
understand? Is it not true that we 
feel that if everyone understands the 
scriptures as we do, then they are 
in good standing with the Lord Jesus 
Christ? If not, then why all the fuss 
that brings about divisions? We have 
twenty-four divisions in the Church 
of Christ. Is it not true that we 


demand that everyone be as smart 
as ourselves, or stay just as ignorant 
as ourselves? 


Notice the word "abideth" in 1 John 
3:24 and 2 John 9. In 3:24 He abideth 
"in us’. In 2 John 9 we abideth "in 
Him." God dwells in us and we dwell 
in Him. How? Whosoever shall 
confess that Jesus is the Son of God, 
God dwells in him and he in God 
(4:15). So the doctrine of Christ 
surely then is believing that Jesus 
came in the flesh. The word was 
made flesh. These are the command- 
ments—that we believe on the name 
of His Son Jesus Christ, and love 
one another, as He gave us com- 
mandment (1 John 3:23), and he that 
keeps His commandments dvwelleth 
or abideth in Him, and He in him. 


If the doctrine of Christ is the entire 
New Testament, then how can we 
obey Rom. 14 and 15:7? Paul said 
"to receive him that is weak" (14:1). 
That which makes one weak is lack 
of knowledge (1 Cor. 8:7). He said 
receive him as Christ received you. 
How did Christ receive you? — While 
you were in your sins. Paul said 
receive him and John said not to 
receive him. Did the Holy Spirit 
tell Paul to do one thing and John to 
do the opposite? Of course not! The 
truth is that Paul said to receive 
those that believed that Jesus came 
in the flesh and was the Son of God, 
John said not to receive them that 
did not confess that Jesus came in 
the flesh (1 John 2:23). But every 
spirit that confesseth that Jesus 
Christ is come in the flesh is of God 
(1 John 4:2). Everyone that does not 
confess that He came in the flesh is 
not of God (4:3). I do not know any- 
one who receives people who do not 
confess Jesus, but I know a lot of 
brethren who will not receive other 
brethren because they do not con- 
form to their understanding of the 
scriptures. This is their attitude 
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in spite of what the apostle Paul told 
the Christians in Rome. God is light 
and God is love (1 John 1:5; 4:8). The 
word is God in the beginning. All of 
this we received in the beginning. 


Abiding in the doctrine of Christ 
we are keeping his commandments 
by believing on His name, confessing 
that He came in the flesh, and loving 
one another. In loving one another 
we are walking in the light as He is 
in the light. In walking in the light 
we are accounted as perfect as God 


abide in Him and He in us. This love 
must be put into action, and not just 
in word only (1 John 3:18). 


Thanks be toGod that He gave us the 
Holy Spirit as a helper so that we 
can love our brethren, all of them— 
even our enemies—if we will let 
HIM. Just as God loves us when He 
doesn't agree with us, let us love, 
truly love, our brethren in action, 
and not just in word. a) 


Route 1, Box 647 


(Matt. 5:48), and only then do we 


Arab, AL 35016 











DENOMINATIONS - from page 15 


Again bro. Nichols fails to address himself fully to the question. 
We ask about the "status" of those within the same church who 
differ on doctrinal subjects. In other words, if half of the church 
holds to one view and half to another, is the church half true church 
and half denominational? This situation is not hypothetical by any 
means. I have known "elderships" to be divided in this fashion. In 
one local church one elder formally charged me with teaching error 
on the subject of law and grace while one of his fellow elders was 
teaching exactly the same thing. And suppose another church a- 
cross town differed with all of us? Who or which one is the denom- 
ination? Certainly I didn't have in mind those "hard-to-be-under- 
stood scriptures" in which some latitude in "opinion'’' may be 
permitted. 


We agree that an institution is ''man-made" if it teaches doctrines 
alien to scripture, or if it teaches "another gospel": (a means of 
salvation other than through faith in Christ). The Galatians were 
guilty of turning back to law as their means of justification and 
Paul told them they had turned to "another gospel'' (1:8, 9), and in 
0:4 he said, You are severed from Christ, you who would be just- 
ified by the law; you have fallen from grace." That being true then, 
would bé just as true today. It makes us wonder just how many of 
our churches may have fallen from grace by having turned the New 
Covenant scriptures into a code of law, who teach that justification 
is grounded upon "obedience to law" rather than upon the merits of 
Christ's death and his imputed righteousness. When brethren turn 
to 'commandment-keeping" as their means of righteousness, they 
have turned to "another gospel" and they have "fallen from grace". 
This, brethren, is a "man-made doctrine" in the truest sense of 
the word, and according to Pervie they are denominations who so 
teach. 


Yet, bro. Nichols is inconsistent. In the June issue he declared 
that even though the Galatians were inerror, they were ''still the 
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church of Christ."" But now he teaches that the church which teach- 
es a man-made doctrine is a "human institution”. If they were still 
churches of Christ in the first century in spite of such error, why 
not the same today ? 


Also in the June issue he stated that a church may be "ignorant" of 
some doctrines and still be the church of Christ. But now hestates 
that "wilful ignorance is sin", and, of course, any religious body 
that teaches anythingdifferent from Pervie's belief is guilty of being 
wilfully ignorant. We agree that wilful ignorance is wrong, but who 
are the guilty? Is it not wilful ignorance when brethren become 
so dead sure they have the truth that they refuse to even entertain 
the possibility that they could be wrong? and in a good number of 
cases they are most assuredly wrong! When brethren close their 
minds before learning all truth, is this not wilful ignorance? Have 
any of our brethren closed their minds on such subjects as grace, 
law, justification, imputed righteousness? ? 


But bro. Nichols will graciously permit brethren to "hold different 
views regarding the meaning of certain "hard - to - be - understood" 
scriptures, citing 2 Pet. 3:15,16, in which the apostle said that 
some of Paul's teachings were hard to understand. Undoubtably he 
had reference to Paul's teachings on "law and grace" which, after 
2,000 years is still hard to understand. But notice that Pervie 
restricts these "different views" to matters of "opinion" regarding 
the most important of all subjects, law and grace. Whether he 
realizes it or not, he is saying in essence that what we teach on 
these subjects amounts to "opinion" and are not to be bound upon 
others. [If he wants to call our views opinion then we should have 
no objection to this classification, because everything we teach is 
opinion. Opinion, according to Webster, means: "a view, judgment, 
or appraisal formed in the mind about a particular matter."’ Can 
anyone teach anything other than what he has "formed in his mind''? 
Therefore, if we will say that what we teach on difficult subjects is 
our opinion, we are acceptable to Pervie as long as we refrain 
from binding it on him. This, bro, Nichols, is exactly what I and 
a lot of others have been saying for a long time! ''Believe it if you 
will, but don't insist that I do" is a concept that will solve a lotof 
church problems. 


Frankly Idon't know what one would have to do to"bind" his opinions 
on others. One who is not inclined to believe what we say will not 
do so regardless of our insistence. Conviction does not come about 
through external pressures. However, there is another sense in 
which a person, church, brotherhood, could "press" their opinions 
on others; that is, through intimidation, coersion, ostracism, or 
"holding an axe over the head to force compliance," etc. This isa 
widespread practice among Churches of Christ and this is not stated 
as an "opinion", but as a known "fact", known from personal ex- 
pierence. This is not what I "believe" buf what I "know"! But it is 
my "opinion" that this is the worst kind of sin! At least Pervie 
and I agree that it is wrong to press our opinions on others. a 
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; j THREE MORE REASONS WHY ELDERS 
Editorial CANNOT BE "RULERS" OF THE 
LORD'S CHURCH 


REASON NO. #1 


He who rules a nation is the "head" of that nation. He who 
rules the church is the "head" of the church. If elders rule 
a congregation, then the elders are the "head" of the con- 
gregation. If all congregations were consolidated into one 
body, then the elders would become the head of the combined 
body. Since all congregations do, in fact, constitute the one 
body of Christ (Eph. 4:4), then the elders are the "head" of 
the church of Christ on earth! This has to mean that Jesus 
was mistaken when he said that God had given him "ALL 
authority in heaven AND ON EARTH" (Mat. 28:18), since the 
elders rule ''on earth''. However, we prefer to believe Jesus. 


REASON NO. #2 


If elders have "official authority" to rule the church, then 
it follows that members are under divine orders to "obey" 
their rulers. This means that in the event the elders lead 
the congregation astray through false teaching, the elders 
will have to answer to God on behalf of the members in 
Judgment, since members must "submit" to their rulers. 


"Oh, but this means that members obey elders only so far 
as they teach truth, 'for we must obey God rather than man." 


Correct; but if members are to abide by the authority of 
Christ instead of the elders’ in this instance, why not in 
every instance? Are members under the authority of Christ 
in one instance and under the authority of elders in another? 
This leaves us to ask: In what area does the eldership 
presume to have "official" authority? and just how official 
is the authority that cannot demand compliance in all 
instances? As noted above, elders do not have official 
authority in matters of conscience. Neither do they have it 


(turn to page 5) 


Justification by Faith 
And The Clarity Of The Bible 


Robert D. Brinsmead PART 3, DIVISION 4 
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PART 3: Justification Exposes All Errors 


LEGALISM 






Legalism bases %. SNN 
acceptance with Ss 
God, ultimately if Sos 
not initially, on Wy 
something within 
man. Fulfillment 
of the command of 
God (law) becomes 
the means to sal- 
vation. Like sin, 
legalism is easier gre 
to see in others we go 
than inourselves. -” LLL : ‘ 
| Because it is the spirit of sinful man, we are never entirely 
| free from it except by grace. Luther confessed that it was 
like an oil in his bones. 
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Legalism can assume a great variety of forms: 
First, there is that overt kind of legalism which says that 
Salvation is not by faith alone, but by obedience to certain 
| commandments. Some say it is by obedience to the Ten 
Commandments, while others say it is by obedience to the 
command of baptism or other evangelical duties. 


A more subtle variety of legalism is that which makes 
obedience to ''evangelical’’ laws the means of salvation. In- 
stead of really preaching the gospel of what Christ has done 
in Winning Salvation, it preaches the "gospel" of things man 
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must do-like repentance, confession, surrender, faith, 
baptism, etc. It is not wrong for advocating the necessity of 
those things, but because it alters the ordo salutis. It leaves 
the impression that salvation comes into existence when we 
take the initiative and do thesethings. Salvation becomes 
the divine response to human action. This brand of legalism 
preaches how man comes to God. God does nothing for the 
poor sinner until he takes the necessary steps! Far differ- 
ent is the gospel, which proclaims that the sinner may 
repent, believe, and be baptized because the saving action 
has already taken place in Jesus Christ. 


Then there is a pneumatic legalism, which advocates 
receiving the Spirit by the fulfillment of all sorts of steps 
and conditions. The condition for receiving the Spirit is 
perfect righteousness. Legalism places this cu::dition on 
the back of the believer, whereas the gospel places it on the 
shoulders of Jesus Christ. 


Finally, there is the legalism of trusting in our orthodoxy. 
The cold, cruel and intolerant spirit which has often accom- 
panied orthodoxy has produced a dead church. History is 
stained with the crimes of the Lutheran, Reformed, and 
other established churches against honest dissenters. Jesus' 
parable about the unforgiving servant is enacted again and 
again. Our relationship with God is mirrored in the way we 
treat our fellow men. It was the spirit of orthodoxy which 
banished Roger Williams from the colonies. He was forced 
to find refuge with the Indians. When he was invited to 
return to the brotherhood of the orthodox, he replied, ''I 
would rather be a live heretic than a dead orthodox." I would 
be more Christian to confess (if we may borrow the words 
of St. Paul and the dialectic thought of Karl Barth): ''O 
wretched legalist that I am!...But I thank God through Jesus 
Christ I am not the wretched legalist that I know I am." 


Legalism has its roots in sinful ignorance~ignorance of 
the exalted holiness of God's law on the one hand, and ignor- 
ance of the defiled and radical corruption of human nature 
on the other hand. The truth of justification by faith alone 
exposes this sinful ignorance. It proclaims that the law of 
God is so infinite in its claims that only the obedience of 
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Him who was filled with all the fulness of the Godhead bodily 
could satisfy its justice on our behalf. In the light of the 
inestimable obedience of Jesus Christ, the best we could 
ever offer the law would be, as Luther said, "rotten stubble 
and straw.” 


Editor's Note: We misjudged the length of this last portion 
of the series. The next issue will conclude the series with 
the subject of ‘'antinomianism." 


E DITOR IAL =- continued from page 2 


in the interpretation of scriptures, as the case above also 
proves. It all boils down to the fact that elders have no 
more authority than does the average Christian in the con- 
gregation, for both are under the sole authority of Christ. 
Both are members of the Royal Priesthood (1 Pet. 2:9). Both 
officiate at the altar of prayer, and each on his own behalf. 
There are no"high" priests and "low" priests in the kingdom 
of God, except for "Jesus the apostle and high priest of our 
confession” (Heb. 3:1). Therefore, "let us hold fast our 
confession" (Heb. 4:14). The "power" of an elder is in the 
influence of a Godly life, lived after the likeness of Christ. 


REASON NO. #3 


Using the example in reason #2 above—that members are 
to obey elders only so long as they teach truth—how do 
members (the students) know when elders (their teachers) 
are teaching truth? Were not the elders selected because 
of their superior Bible knowledge and their ‘'aptness" to 
teach? What will the submitting members know except what 
the elders teach them? Would not a superior knowledge on 
the part of the members be required before they could detect 
the false teaching of elders? If such be the case, why not 
the members teaching the elders? 


Reason alone should tell us that God has not sponsored an 
arrangement that pits the authority of elders against the 
authority of individual conscience. An "office" with officially 
designated powers in the Church of Christ on earth is a 
colossal myth and must be exposed to the fullest. This is 
just afew of the several reasons why elders cannot be 
official rulers over the Lord's people. = 
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“The Emperors New Clothes’ [ 
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Keith Smothers 


No emperor has ever stood so naked as did the fairy tale 
king who, when deluded by his tailors, paraded naked before 
his countrymen while thinking himself to be richly and fully 
clothed. The story's real tragedy was that pride prevented 
him from accepting his true condition even after his plight 
was revealed and he continued to insist otherwise. 


Hans Christian Anderson died over a century ago but his 
blindly naked characters remain alive today. These de- 
ceived individuals are they who through reliance upon their 
own performance of God's works spin for themselves aprons 
of fig leaves and suppose their real nakedness to be covered 
before God. Surely they are Adam's offspring! But their 
claim is as hollow as that of the rich young ruler who said, 
"All these things have I observed from my youth up" 
(Luke 18:22), 


Any attempt to hide behind a facade of New Testament 
works rather than in Christ shall meet with utter failure. 
What does it prove when a man weighs himself in the balan- 
ces and "not" be found wanting? Paul even confessed that 
"I know nothing against myself;'' but he was wise enough to 
realize that "yet am I not hereby justified" (1 Cor. 4:5). He 
knew that his pureness in conscience and his performance 
of works were by themselves untrustworthy before the 
scrutiny of God. But our modern day deceived, like the 
emperor, have been victimized by the vainglory of life 
and they fail to admit the reality of their own righteous 
law-works being as "filthy garments" before God. Jesus 
spoke the true comparison for all times when he said, ''None 
is good, save one, even God" (Luke 18:19). Calvinism, to 
these deceived is for someone to desire to be "hid inChrist" 
(Col. 3:3), or to "put on Christ’ (Gal. 3:27) so as to wear 
Him as a garment. The great lesson to be learned is that 
"we should not trust in ourselves, but in God" (II Cer. 1:9). 


— Route i, Box 17, Pine Apple. Alabama 


Freedom From Formal Creeds 


On Thursday morning, November 30, 1843, 
at 10:00 o'clock, Alexander Campbell and 
N. L. Rice began their debate on human 
creeds as bonds of union and communion. 
That debate could not be held today. This 
is not because Campbell so convincingly 
won, that formal creeds were abolished. 
It is simply that times have changed. 
Campbell himself said in his first few 
sentences that creeds were religious im- 
. positions practiced upon the credulity of 
Ketcherside less favored ages than the present. He 
began his forth paragraph with the 
trenchant statement that creeds bear the impress and 
character of their natal age, as does the human face bear 
upon its lines and shades the years it has seen and felt. 





The world of believers has outgrown its need for special 
formularies and while these hover as shadows in the tradi- 
tional history of the religious establishments which created 
them, or were begotten by them, they no longer form the 
rigid foundations they once did. They have ceased to be 
bonds of union or communion. They are no longer employed 
as criteria by which to judge the opinions and consciences 
of men. Those who are by nature or training, abjectly 
pessimistic, regard the present state of fluidity and flexi- 
bility, as indicative of a loss of definitive faith. Since I am 
optimistic, believing in the ultimate triumph of good over 
evil, I attribute it to the ongoing victory of Jesus as a 
person over the petty human attempts to define him, and 
thereby prescribe limitations in thinking about Him. 


One of the positive facts of religious history is that it 
frequently develops paradoxes. In 1843, Mr. Campbell and 
his associates formed an attack unit against the whole sec- 
tarian world with its creeds for union and communion. It 
must always be remembered that they did not oppose men 
writing statements of their faith. They repeatedly did that 
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themselves. What they opposed was making such formal 
statement the basis of union or communion. Belief in Jesus 
as the Son of God and the Messiah was regarded as the 
ground of reception into and recognition of fellowship. 


It has come to pass that, while believers in Christ who 
formed the sectarian world of Campbell's day are outgrow- 
ing and growing out of their creeds as tests of worthiness, 
the heirs of the movement which he launched are building 
parties around their creeds. The fact that these are un- 
written except in journals they have spawned, devoted to 
their defense, makes them all the more dangerous and 
devisive. A ccreed is what one believes. When it becomes 
what one must believe to be regarded as a faithful child of 
God, it is made a test of union or communion. Such musts" 
become what Campbell called "the devices of Satan to annoy 
God's heritage, and to seduce his servants into the paths of 
schism and alienation, and thus set them at variance with 
one another." 


Regardless of the status of instrumental music, Bible 
colleges, individual cups, Bible classes, orphan homes, or 
Herald of Truth, in the mind of God, they should not be made 
tests of fellowship in the minds of men. Let each congre-~ 
gation make up its own corporate mind, pursue the course 
it deems scriptural, and be answerable to God for its con- 
duct and actions on these matters. These are not items of a 
creed to bind upon the consciences of all the saints. What— 
ever one may think about them let him keep it between 
himself and God. Let him not try to bind it upon one who 
does not or cannot see it as he does. 


Let congregations be free in Christ to serve Him, but not 
free to bind their modes, methods and means upon other 
congregations. To do the latter will assure the formation of 
another party and project another sect upon a world which 
is growing tired of sectarianism. Jesus is more than modes. 
He is greater than methods. He is superior tomeans. He 
in the one foundation which has been laid for unity. Other 
foundation can no man lay. To attempt it is to divide the 
family of the Father. This is a horrid evil! 

—139 Signal Hill Drive, St. Louis, MO 63121 
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THE How do you approach the Scriptures? 
The way we approach the Bible will 


DANGER determine what we obtain from it. 
That is, the assumptions we bring with 
OF us are determinative of what we'll 


find in our study. And that we all have 

assumptions is a basic fact of human 

PROOF- TEXTING psychology. He who denies that is 

ignorant of human nature and God's 

. word. We each have our own partic- 

Michael Hall ular way of viewing reality, perceiving 

Denton, Texas God, conceptualizing the canon and 

Scriptures. It is not a question of 

whether we have biases or not, but whether we recognize 

them and take them into account. The alternative is to 

remain blind to them and allow them to work havoc in our 
search for truth. 


I want to talk about a popularized form of Bible study 
known as "proof-texting. "' By that, I don't mean that a text 
proves (demonstrates, supports ) a certain teaching. Cer- 
tainly, expository analysis of the Biblical textis a valid 
hermeneutical approach to discerning the meaning and 
essence of the Word. 


But "proof -texting"’ in the sense of hunting for a text to 
prove a prior belief or practice. As such, it's a sectarian 
hermeneutic that's basicaily dishonest. There's a radical 
difference between searching the Scriptures to discover 
God's will and that of searching to prove oneself right. One 
is an act of spiritual submissiveness, the other is an act of 
disbelief. Herein lies the difference between USING and 
ABUSING the Bible in research. 


THE SPIRIT OF SELF-JUSTIFICATION 


The believer who comes to God must come empty -handed, 
open, honest and willing to receive. It is the sectarian who 
opens the Word for the egocentric purpose of justifying him- 
self. Doing Biblical research in this spirit is actually 
studying in unbelief. It is USING God to justify oneself, and 
often has a direct correlation to putting others down. In the 
case of the publican and Pharisee, the one went for mercy 
and aid; the other went to confirm his present status of 
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knowledge and religious experience. The one went to ask for 
God; the other quoted his spiritual resume to God in a 
soliloquy! Result? The publican returned "justified," i.e., 
declared innocent, a recipient of God's grace; the Pharisee 
was rejected (Luke 18:9-14). Likewise, the proof-texter has 
the wrong spirit in his search. It's not that he puts too high 
a value on the Bible and seeks its authority to substantiate 
himself, but that he lacks submissiveness and humility in 
his search for the truth. 


PREVENTS GROWTH 


Proof -texting is dangerous, secondly, because it limits 
ones potential for growth. Precisely because the person 
goes to the Bible to prove himself andnot to seek for insight, 
knowledge, he cannot grow. Growth depends on our willing- 
ness to receive, our admission that we have more to learn 
more to experience, more to understand, our recognition 
that we may be wrong, may need to alter and change our 
present positions. ''We are not yet made perfect....'' He 
that is already full cannot receive more. 


PROMOTES LEGALIBM 


Proof-texting often presupposes that Biblical research is 
analogous to a lawyer examining a complicated legal docu- 
ment. The Bible too often is regarded as an extremely 
exclusive book whose truth is hid from the lay people and 
open only to those esoteric persons who have been initiated 
into its secrets. A form of gnosticism tends to rise that 
predicates salvation on knowledge; knowledge obtainable 
only to the "true”’ and 'faithful'' scholars. This is legalism 
of the MIND. Salvation is no longer GIVEN by the Savior as 
the free gift of grace, but rather "obtained" by those who 
who have mastered the Word under the "'true™ teachers. 
Proof-texting then becomes a lawyers legal procedure for 
proving oneself right. The possibility arises that one can 
become full of head-knowledge about God and not know God. 


TENDS TOWARD SUPERFICIAL BIBLE STUDY 


Proof-texting is suspect also because it tends toward un- 
scholarly Bible study. The proof-texter runs from one verse 
to another with sissors and paste; constructing elaborate 
and often artificial systems of theology; but often ignore 
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basic considerations as background, context, meaning of 
words, etc. What results are dependent disciples who are 
often hopelessly lost with a plain Bible that doesn't have his 
teacher's ‘‘marked" chain references. 

Proof-texting often wrestles verses from specific situa- 
tions and lumps unrelated verses together by a supposed 
golden thread. Time, author, recipient, subject, background 
and other essential determinative factors are treated too 
lightly. Consequently just about anything that anyone wants 
to "PROVE" from the Bible can be proof -texted. 


LEADS TO A CREEDALIZED CHRISTIANITY 

If God had wanted us to have a simple, uncluttered and 
comprehensive "creed" in the form of a Nicene Creed or 
constructed in x number of simple ‘''steps'’ necessary for 
salvation or worship, HE COULD HAVE PROVIDED IT! He 
could have, but he didn't. Have you ever wondered why ? 
Why do we have the New Testament Scriptures structured as 
we do? A compilation of little letters, filled with much that 
was SO local andtemporary. The Bible isn't. put together as 
a constitution, creed or theological dissertation. The indi- 
vidual books were written by different authors for different 
purposes and to different groups were essentially written to 
tell the story of Jesus, confirm their faith, exhort to faithful 
living and instruct in the teaching. Our New Testament is a 
very personal volume of intimate documents which have 
very definite sociological settings and cultural backgrounds. 
It is not an abstract, impersonal, legal code. 

What the proof-texter seeks is a creed to substantiate his 
position. His tendency is to reductionalism; to reduce 
everything into a list of what he esteems essential. His 
mind-set and teaching creedalizes the Christian faith. He 
has a list of x number of ways to worship, x number of 
things to do to be reconciled, x number of qualities that 
distinguish the church, etc. There is nothing left unanswer- 
ed in his theology; there are no difficult verses for which he 
doesn't have a pat answer. 

Face it; proof-texting is bad news. It's antithetical to the 
spirit of submissiveness, the spirit in which God would 
have us approach His book. Being open to God means that 
we assume the position of a servant and let Him be the 
Teacher! (Isaiah 66:2). EI 


~2501 W. Oak St. #45, Denton, Texas 76201 
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HISTORY—in strange places 


Editor 


One of my co-workers, Ben Thomas, has been busy for 
several years checking into his family "roots" (long before 
Alex Haley). While helping him deciper an old handwritten 
autobiography by his great-grandfather, George Lawson 
Boles (1867 -193?, Tullahoma, Tenn. ), I ran across this 
interesting bit of history: 


I have often heard my father speak of his grand- 
father, Elder John Smith, of Kentucky, nicknamed 
"Raccoon" John Smith. He was a Baptist preacher 
till he came under the influence of Alexander 
Campbell, and Smith's religious views were 
changed. Being very zealous he went amongst the 
Baptist churches preaching his new doctrines, 
which were very unpopular in that day. He seemed 
to have done some effective work in his new role, 
changing many of his former Baptist brethren, 
causing excitement in all the Churches and being 
received as a leader by his new associates. More 
may be learned of him in "The Life of Elder John 
Smith." 


As it turned out, my co-worker is the grandson (several 
times removed) of ''Raccoon" John Smith, one of the firey 
leaders of the Restoration Movement. But what was Smith's 
descendants doing in Huntsville, Alabama? The clue, I 
believe, is found in the book, ''The Life of Elder John Smith". 


The Boles and Thomas families are undoubtedly the de- 
scendants of the two children left behind after "Raccoon" 
John Smith's short and ill-fated residence in Huntsville in 
the year 1809, when Huntsville consisted of only ''a few 
scattered houses” (population now over 140,000 and the 
"Space Capitol'' of the world). Smith had sold out lock- 
stock-and-barrel in Kentucky and moved to Huntsville, be- 
cause Alabama had just ‘opened up" and land was selling 
for $1.25 per acre (slightly higher, now). 


After settling in Huntsville, disaster struck swift and hard. 


A house fire claimed the lives of two of his four children. 
His wife, partly from grief, died a short time later. Smith 
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himself became ill, near the point of death, and his two 
remaining children were taken in by neighbors. After a 
long and painful recovery he made ready to return to his 
home in Kentucky. However, his neighbors who had become 
attached to the two children refused to give them up. The 
man who came to Huntsville with everything traveled home 
alone, a broken man, a man "Smitten of God" because of his 
worldly ambitions, as he firmly believed. Afterwards he 
became the famous "Raccoon" (because of his coonskin hat ) 
John Smith of the Restoration Movement, along with Stone, 
Campbell, Scott, and others. 


The "Life of Elder John Smith"'is a book that every church 
member should read. I used to know an old pioneer preach- 
er in Mississippi who would say, "If any man can read the 
life of Raccoon John Smith without weeping, I'll pay for the 
book."" As far as I know, no one ever presented a claim. @ 
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DENOMINATIONS 


(A Continuing Discussion with Pervie Nichols) 


FINAL 
Editor 


This will be the last reply to Pervie Nichols on the subject 
of ''denominations", because we have reached the point of 
repetition—and possibly boredom for some oi our readers. 
The die seems pretty well cast. Bro. Nichols has answered 
in typical orthodox fashion. 


QUESTION 12: If a church may be labeled ''denomination" 
because it teaches a doctrine incorrectly, what is the status 
of a church that because of a lack of understanding does not 
teach the doctrine fully, or at all? —and which is worse? 


12. ANSWER: To teach "a doctrine incorrectly" is to teach 
false doctrine. Any church started and maintained by the 
doctrines of men is correctly labeled "denomination". Does 
the editor think that a church of Christ may, because of a 
lack of understanding, teach only part of the truth concern- 
ing such subjects as: the Lord's Supper, (part of sentence 
missing from his reply, rlk)...the revealed will of Goa on 
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any or all of these subjects? A denomination is no worse in 
its failure to teach the whole truth on any subject than a 
church of Christ that would teach only a part of the truth or 
refused to teach any truth. 


RESPONSE: Again it seems that Pervie can't turn loose his 
stereotyped language long enough to answer the question. 
What is the "STATUS" of aChurch of Christ that teaches a 
doctrine incorrectly, or that fails to teach the whole truth 
on the subject for lack of understanding? That is the ques- 
tion, and it remains unanswered. If Pervie thinks he has, 
then we would have to conclude that any church that fails to 
teach a doctrine fully and one-hundred percent perfect is a 
"denomination."' This would, of course, constitute ALL 
Churches of Christ as denominations; which is what we've 
been saying all along. However, the Church of Christ is not 
a denomination because it does not teach perfect doctrine, 
but because it is a religious organization set apart and 
identified by its peculiarities, its marks of distinction. This 
is the dictionary meaning of the word, and the only one that 
is legitimate. We donot have perfect understanding of the 
Lord's Supper or any other essential doctrine. For now the 
church "sees through a glass dimly" and for this reason we 
cannot claim any uniqueness among the world's religious 
families. 


QUESTION 13: Is it wise to avoid teaching anything about a 
doctrine not fully understood ? 


13. ANSWER: No, if so, all should avoid teaching anything 
about heaven, hell, the resurrection, the Holy Spirit and 
man's soul, for there are some things about these and other 
subjects that man cannot "fully"' understand. We must teach 
the whole revealed truth and nothing but the truth, on any 
given subject, leaving secret things to God (Deut. 29:29). 
Any scripture that pertains to our salvation can be "fully" 
understood" (Eph. 5:17). Any accountable person with an 
open Bible can study, learn and understand God's description 
of the Lord’s church, and the difference in it and denomina- 
tions. He can understand God's plan for saving sinners. 
how to worship scripturally, and how to live the Christian 
life. Only prejudice and wilful ignorance will prevent the 
learning and understanding of God's revealed will on these 
matters. Does the editor think that denominational teachers 
CANNOT "fully understand"'the truth on the above mentioned 
subjects? Does their "lack of understanding" justify their 
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false teaching? One who does not "fully understand” the 
truth on a given subject should refrain from teaching his 
opinions, and he should study and learn the truth, then teach 
it like it is. Eph. 5:17. 


RESPONSE: Pervie won't be thrown out of the church for 
this orthodox dissertation. However, his inconsistency is 
glaring. But first, note the statement, ‘Any scripture that 
pertains to our salvation can be 'fully' understood". This 
can mean nothing else than that Pervie has a perfect under - 
standing of all essential scriptures! 


We agree that the will of the Lord can be understood, but I 
wouldn't hesitate to say that there is not a person living who 
"fully"' understands the essential doctrines. Believing in 
God is essential. Can bro. Nichols answer all questions 
concerning the existence of God? or of Christ? or of the 
Holy Spirit? or any other essential doctrine. 


Pervie says: No, it is not wise to avoid teaching doctrines 
not fully understood, for then we couldn't teach on such 
subjects as hell, heaven, resurrection, etc. In other words, 
we must teach what we understand and hope we get it right! 
But suppose that in time the church comes toabetter under- 
standing of the Bible and discovers it had it all wrong. Was 
the church a "denomination" during the interim?? 


Then his inconsistency shows up when he says that when the 
truth on a given subject is not fully understood, one should 
withhold his opinions until he learns the truth and then 
"teach it like it is"; but before, he said it was not wise to 
refrain from teaching subjects not fully understood. Now, 
just how does one know when he reaches a "full" understand- 
ing of a subject? Or, if he doesn't know, how does he know 
that he is NOT teaching "opinions"? The truth of the matter 
is that we teach what we believe to be truth, and when and 
if we learn different we begin teaching our new understand- 
ing. We are not "false teachers" in the meantime! No 
person or no congregation has the same level of understand- 
ing as others within the church, and it would be wrong to 
conclude that they are not children of God while they are in 
a state of spiritual growth. 


Yes, we agree that those who are "wilfully" ignorant, both 
in and out of the Church of Christ, are guilty of sin, whether 
it be from closed minds or a failure to study—which amounts 
to the same thing. He who studies with a closed mind does 
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so only to shore up what he already believes, not to gain 
further understanding. 


Romans 14 is the scripture that applies to the subject at 
hand. In this chapier Paul is saying in effect, ''Don't look 
down your noses at a weaker brother. It is his own Master 
whom he must please, not yourselves, and his Master will 
not condemn him because he is pleased with him."' Why do 
we hear so few sermons on Romans 14? Why are preachers 
so reluctant to condemn sectarianism and partyism within 
the church? Preachers preach on every known sin, and 
some unheard of, except the "party spirit. In his repertoire 
of sermons the party spirit hardly draws more than a bare 
mention; and even then it is applied to ''denominations", 
never to ourselves. We of the Church of Christ are most 
assuredly guilty of aiding and abetting the party spirit among 
the general membership. Yet, for the most part, it is a 
totally neglected subject among the churches. Note that 
“party spirit" is listed right along with the vilest of all sins 
in Galatians 5. It is the root cause of all divisions. 


QUESTION 14 (final): If the above answer is "yes'} would it 
not be better to remain ignorant and be assured of heaven, 
rather than to study the Bible and risk hell ? 


14: ANSWER: Please read again the answer to 13. No one 
is ''assured of heaven" who is wilfully ignorant of God's 
revealed will. One who is wilfully ignorant is one who CAN 
learn and understand the truth but refused to do so. Mt. 13: 
15. Wilful ignorance is a sin. Acts 3:17; 17:30; Eph. 4:18; 
2 Pet. 3:5. 


RESPONSE: Amen to that! But let's not limit wilful ignor- 
ance to those outside of the Church of Christ. 


CONC LUSION 


Bro. Nichols goes on to observe that my questions were for 
the purpose of "justifying denominations and false teachers 
in the church of Christ.'' Such a statement could very well 
place him in the category of his answer to question 14, for 
we have stated several times that divisions (denominations) 
are wrong, Sinful, and a disgrace to the name of Christ; 
and, too, that our "internal" Church of Christ divisions are 
just as sinful as those "'external'' denominational divisions. 
Without any intention of being ugly, bro. Nichols’ views are 
legalistic to the very core, and it is this concept more than 
any other that leads the church into strife and division. 
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WHO ARE WE, REALLY? 


Among the ancient Persians there were two great virtues 
which, when practiced, constituted a man a 'tman": 1) when 
he spoke truth, and 2) when he was in reality what he ap- 
peared to be. He who speaks truth is surely held in greater 
esteem by the Father, but let's ask ourselves if we who 
Claim to be ''the" church of Christ are "in reality'' what we 
appear to be. To appear any other way is hypocritical, 


Striving to see ourselves as we really are is a noble 
aspiration. We surely would be more mindful of our claim 
and conduct if we could see ourselves through the eyes of 
others. Too many are afraid to look. One of those built-in 
dangers of our claim is that the outsider erroneously 
associates "true church" with "perfection", and when they 
observe our imperfections they conclude that our appearance 
betrays our claim. Among ourselves, the danger of thinking 
we have restored the N.T. church is that progress in that 
direction ceases; for, who strives for restoration when 
restoration is already complete? Next, and possibly the 
greatest danger, is that ''exclusiveness" sets in at the point 
where restoration is thought to be complete. The lines of 
orthodoxy are drawn. Spiritual progress freezes at an 
imaginary level. Those who study beyond this point do not 
belong to "our group", and the same applies to those who 
have not reached ovr level. Therefore, orthodoxy must 
brand all contrary thought as heretical. 


Exclusivism is "partyism". Partyism is sin. Exclusivism 
is division, and leads to further division. Spiritual develop- 
ment cannot be frozen ata prescribed level. Again, the 
party spirit is a neglected subject in today's pulpits. I doubt 
that there is a church in existence in which the party spirit 
is not manifested in some form, to some degree; and in 
many of them one can even feel the tension and hostility, 
and it is only a matter of time before they divide. Legalism 
is the father of the party spirit. The party spirit is the 
father of division. Brother Pervie Nichols takes the legal- 
istic approach to scripture and his teaching will) inevitably 
lead to strife and division in the church. ial 


** BETHANY CONFERENCE POSTPONED TIL JULY 1979** 
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Gahaba Valley Church of Christ 


What ore we like? 


By JOE BLACK, Minister 
Birmingham, Alabama 

Our Sunday services are usually blessed with visitors 
from far and wide. They are always welcome. We espec- 
ially appreciate those who offer criticisms and suggestions 
because we are always trying to improve our walk with God. 
Recently one offered an appraisal of our standing, theologi- 
cally, compared to that of the mainstream Church of Christ. 
I was especially interested in his comment because he is on 
the staff of a congregation in full fellowship with other 
Churches of Christ. He had heard that we were rank liberals 
and uncertain as to what wild attitudes and antics he would 
find here. He was amazed to find out how conservative we 
are. In fact, he says we stand to the right of his congrega- 
tion by some distance. I was not sure whether or not we 
were being insulted but had to admit he was right. His 
remarks came from a loving heart. I am grateful for them. 


We are definitely a very conservative church. We pro- 
foundly believe the Bible to be the Word of God and the 
authority in life. We refuse to be held accountable by church 
creeds, even the unwritten ones in our brotherhood. We 
approach Bible study with the reverence due a message 
from God. We are not free to twist or change its meaning. 
We rest on its teaching that Jesus is our salvation; we are 
saved by his merits and not our own. While the grace of 
God in Christ cannot be earned in any fashion, we consider 
the responsible behavior of his children to be a keeping of 
his holy law. Our basic attitude toward the Bible is the same 
as that reflected throughout the history of our movement. 
Our church polity is the same. Worship services are a bit 
flexible but still typical of those found in most other Church- 
es of Christ in the Bible Belt. 


Visitors often remark about the peace and joy found here. 
We are a happy people, but such fruits of the Spirit are 
found elsewhere. Indeed, they should be found in God's 
people everywhere. Our people are not perfect but they are 
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as upstanding and moral as Christians in any other church. 
We are quite conservative in our theology, our worship, our 
love, and our forgiveness of those who mistreat us. We 
hope to grow in these things. There are two characteristics 
we have which may make us a little different from some 
others. 


First of all we agree that while the Bible is the Word of 
God, our understanding of it is imperfect. We are hungry 
to learn from those who can help us better understand the 
Will of God. This means we can differ with each other and 
still have close fellowship; we can teach and admonish each 
other without passing judgment. The second characteristic 
is related to the first one: we do not shoot wounded soldiers. 
Many who have special problems and made to feel unwanted 
in other fellowships find a warm welcome here. This is 
easy for us because we believe the life of Christ is the 
standard of conduct and we all fall short. This does not 
mean we approve of the sin in ourselves or in others, but 
we are not afraid to associate with sinners. We expect 
criticism for this. How could we escape it? Our sinless 
Lord was called a winebibber and a glutton for doing the 
same thing. 


Whether we are the same as others or different should not 
be the issue at all. Our intention is simply to follow the 
Master, whatever that makes us, wherever it leads, and 
whatever it costs. We are not saved by what we are. We 
stand or fall by the grace of God and widen our hearts to 
include all who rest on Christ for salvation and seek to grow 
in this most holy faith. - 


—5199 Caldwell Mill Road, Birmingham, Alabama 35244 
—c{ { rrr ee — 


“BIBLES IN REVIEW” 


Bibles In Review, by the editor, is a 40-page evaluation of 
our leading and/or new Bible translations, reviewed by eight 
well-qualified Bible scholars~including the well known F. F. 
Bruce. This is a valuable reference booklet on the particu- 
lars, including the good and bad features, of each of our 
popular translations, from the K.JV down through the para- 
phrased Living Bible. It sells for $1 which includes postage. 
Twenty -five percent off on orders of 1 doz. or more. Order 
from our Ensign Fair address. 
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SI LLLZ=_ ____ EDITORIAL 
O29) = ARE NEW ‘VERSIONS’ INSPIRED? 


Some of our brethren, even the supposedly reputable ones, 
continue to run amock and wreck havoc in the church over 
the issue of Bible translations. It is indeed phenomenal how 
that our "straight thinking" brethren can become so illogical 
when it comes to the subject of "Bibles." One brother, and 
a preacher at that, even wanted to debate me on the propo- 
sition that the King James Version is the only inspired and 
authorized version of the Bible. This sounds incredible, but 
I suspect he is only verbalizing what many subconsciously 
accept as truth. 





As of this writing there are two series of articles being 
written in two different magazines lambasting all Bible 
versions except the KJV and the ASV. Now, some will think 
this sounds mean, but these two writers are either grossly 
ignorant of the subject or they are merely expounding what 
has become traditional, the "in thing’, among Churches of 
Christ. It's safe. Who among the ‘’sound’’ would condemn 
one for defending the KJV? —which is beyond doubt the most 
unreliable of all the popular, authorized versions. Yet, one 
may take the most indefensible position possible without 
censure, but let one write or say something in support of 
the RSV, for example, which is far superior to the KJV, and 
he immediately brings down upon him the wrath of the 
brotherhood. This is church tradition at its worst. It is 
also a classic example of what ''tradition’’ means. Any 
preacher with an ounce of education knows there are several 
translations superior to the KJV; therefore, to defend the 
KJV and denounce better translations as "perversions" is a 
gross example of hypocracy! It is done for no other reason 
than to please the so-called "’sound brethren", and to avoid 
the stigma of "liberal."’ Expediency dictates that truth take 
a back seat to these two priorities. 


One of the two writers mentioned above has taken a unique 
approach to the condemnation of the Revised Standard Ver- 
sion. He has apparently examined the list of scholars on 


(turn to page 12) 


EE  e— 


| 
| 





THE GOOD NEWS 


W. Carl 
Ketcherside 


One of the basic causes of division among the saints is 
their inability to ''distinguish between things that differ.’’ 
Confusion results from confounding of terms. Longevity of 
an error lends strength to it. The sapling which could easily 
have been yanked out defies our ability to remove when it 
has grown into atree. It is that way with the word gospel. 
In the new covenant scriptures the term applies to the good 
news of what God did for us in Jesus. It is historical, 
consisting of seven facts related to the person of the Son of 
God in the flesh. 





Like al! news it was to be preached, proclaimed or 
announced. It was to be heralded. News is not taught, or 
exhorted. The gospel happened at a certain time and place. 
It was the Christ-event. It was the grand good tidings that 
the Sunof righteousness had risen with healing in His wings. 
The Way had been revealed. The Truth had broken through. 
The Life was made manifest. Man could now be justified by 
faith. The weariness was gone. The uncertainty had de- 
parted. Joy had arrived. One could be translated into the 
kingdom. Old things had passed away. All things had be- 
come new. It was a God-happening, a divine deed. And it 
was unique! 


But men forgot that the scriptures were primarily to point 
men unto Christ. They began to think of Jesus as pointing 
them to the scriptures. Justification was no longer the gift 
of God by the death of Jesus on the cross. It was no longer 
by grace. It became an attainment by forming proper 
opinions and judgments of abstract theologicai concepts. 
Man would earn eternal life by what he knew, not by whom 
he knew. The gopsel was the entire revelation through the 
apostles and prophets. Jesus was no longer the chief corner - 
stone. Regardless of how dearly one loved Him or believed 


3 





in Him as the Son of God, he had to be right ona multitude 
of other things or faith in Jesus availed nothing. 


"Gospel meetings" were held in which the Christ-event 
was hardly mentioned. Human dessertations on instrument - 
al-music, Sunday-schools, individual cups, institutionalism , 
and a host of other things were passed off by glib partisans 
as "'gospel."' The attacking of sectarian error, challenges 
to debate on this or that issue, all were regarded as gospel 
proclamation. Men who believed in Jesus with all of their 
hearts were regarded as "unbelievers" because they could 
not deny their convictions as to the non-importance of a lot 
of secondary and subsidiary issues. 


Congregations were formed to rally around one of more 
than a score of controversial items. The cross was de- 
magnetized, It was no longer the center to attract the lost. 
One was still "lost" if he came and embraced the cross but 
did not attend a "faithful church."’ In such a divided state as 
we now have where raucous voices cry, '’Lo, here!" or "Lo, 
there!" it is time for us to recapture the meaning of the 
gospel. It is time to repair the shattered cross. It is time 
to reaffirm the difference between the Good news which 
brings men to Jesus, and the doctrinal implications which 
men have deduced. 


So long as men regard the formation of correct mental 
concepts about orphan homes, support of Herald of Truth, 
and cups and classes, as the equivalent to believing the 
gospel, that long will they be led by blind guides. That long 
will they continue as victims of schism, division and other 
works of the flesh. 


The gospel is as old as Pentecost. It was fully announced 
on that day. Nothing that was not proclaimed on that day can 
ever become a part of the glorious gospel. Any attempt to 
add anything to justification by faith in the Lord Jesus Christ 
is a perversion of the only really good news that sinful world 
has ever heard. It was this which Paul called ‘the truth of 
the gospel." We need communities of believers, open to all 
who have accepted the good news about Jesus, regardless of 
their opinions about a thousand other things. The gospei is 
a person. It is the Lord Jesus Christ! 


139 Signal Hill Dr., St. Lovis. Mo 63121 


Justification by Faith 
And The Clarity Of The Bible 


Robert D. Brinsmead PART 3, DIVISION 5 


Reprinted by permission. Present Truth, PO Box 1311 
Fallbrook California 92028, USA. 


PART 3: Justification Exposes All Errors 


ANTINOMIANISM 


Antinomianism means against- 
the-law-ism. It views the law 
itself as the real enemy. It pro- 
poses that since the believer is 

th ‘saved by grace alone, he must 
Wy, henceforth have no dealings with 
the law. The age of the Spirit, it 
i His said, has superseded the age 
Vy of law. 


- Antinomianism is the essence 
Of the sinful human condition. 
... Sin is lawlessness," said the 
apostle John (1 John 3:4, R.S. V.)- 
| > and Paul declares, "'...the carnal 
mind is enmity against God: for it 

Ly me not subject to the law of God, 
neither indeed can be.'' Rom. 8:7, 





Antinomianism has always followed the gospel like a dark 
shadow. Yet it has always been refuted by the mainstream 
of the church and its great teachers. 


Antinomianism in one form or another is undoubtedly 
the kind of all errors in today's church. Conscientious 
obedience to the objective Word of God is often branded as 
legalism. As an unprecedented flood of lawlessness, crime 
and moral corruption is sweeping away the foundations of 
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society, the church itself appears like a shorn Samson be- 
fore the Philistines, How can a church which has become 
riddled with antinomian sentiments have any real word of 
the Lord for a sinful, permissive society? Instead of stand- 
ing unflinchingly for the moral absolutes of the Ten Com- 
mandments, the church is often found accommodating God's 
law to current social norms. 


It is perilous to dialogue about sin. When Eve entereda 
dialogue with the devil about the forbidden tree, she surren- 
dered her only vantage ground. The mere fact that she 
would dialogue was compromise. What business has the 
church to dialogue with the ungodly about the pros and cons 
of adultery? Now there is avast horde of sexual deviates 
who want the church to dialogue about homosexuality! If she 
will not take God's Word as final and absolute authority, the 
church will become the "cage of every unclean and hateful 
bird." If God's Word does not clearly define sin, each man 
is left to define it for himself. Thus does man—even reli- 
gious man—blasphemously take the place of God Himself as 
lawgiver and judge of all! 


Antinomianism needs to be recognized in its varied and 
deceptive plumage. It does not always blatantly say, ''Christ 
has died for our sins so that we can live as we please." That 
would be too obviously wrong for most Christians to swallow. 
The lethal pill may be chocolate -coated, sugar ~coated, 
honey ~coated, etc.: but it is a lethal pill just the same. 


To start with, we have to agree with the Puritan Walter 
Marshall, who said that legalism is the worst form of anti- 
nomianism. Legalism always pretends to honor the law of 
God. Yet it does not honor the law, but dishonors it. The 
law of God demands perfect righteousness, and this is satis- 
fied by nothing less than the holy obedience of Jesus Christ. 
To present to the justice of God's law anything less than the 
perfect righteousness of Jesus Christ is not legal (lawful), 
but most illegal (unlawful). It is inevitable that the legalist 
must wy to cut the law down to his own size. This is what 
the Pharisees did. In trying to cut the law down to their own 
puny standard, they actually made void the law through their 
traditions. On the other hand, Jesus radicalized the law to 
terrifying proportions. In the light of His exaltation of the 
law, we see that only in Him is there a righteousness with 
which the law is well pleased. 
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But let us not run to the opposite error and brand the 
spirit of conscientious obedience to the commandments of 
God as legalism. Calvin was prepared to put his life on the 
line to keep profane persons from partaking of the elements 
of the holy communion. That was not legalism. A pious 
Welsh lassie was given over to the stake by the consent of 
Cranmer and Ridley because she believed that she must 
obey God and be baptized by immersion. That was not legal- 
ism. Today there are Christians who will not defile their 
bodies with health destroying habits because they want to 
thankfully honor God in all their faculties. That is not 
legalism. It is a corruption of the message of grace when 
people think they have to live like the world and despise a 
disciplined, well-ordered life just to prove that they are not 
legalistic. This lack of Christian discipline is its own form 
of legalism—the legalism of thinking that such indifference 
to law makes a man pleasing to God. 


Evangelical subjectivism is anotherformof antinomianism 
because it tends to substitute the inward experience of "love" 
or "the Spirit-filled life'' for the objective law of God. With- 
out the objective law of God, love becomes blind sentimen- 
talism or situation ethics. Those who are overconfident 
about being led by the Spirit are in danger of confusing the 
human spirit with God's Spirit. Who is harder to convince 
with "It is written'’ than the enthusiast who is intoxicated 
with his experience "in the Spirit.’ The objective Word 
means nothing when it contradicts his experience. 


The notion that love or the Holy Spirit takes the place of 
the objective law of God goes hand in hand with the teaching 
of dispensationalism. Dispensationalism proposes that the 
age of law has been superseded by the age of grace, and 
sets one against the other. Oswald T. Allis is right when 
he says that dispensationalism is based on antinomian pre- 
mises (Oswald T. Allis, Prophecy and the Church (Phila- 
delphia: Presbyterian & Reformed, 1972), pp. 38-43). 


All good theology must have the elements of distinction 
and union in the doctrines of the Persons of the Trinity, the 
two natures of Christ, and soteriology. In soteriology, 
dispensationalism fails to preserve the necessary union 
between law and grace, Old Testament and New Testament, 
justification and sanctification. It often falls into the error 
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of saying that an unsanctified man may still be justified, or 
of saying that a man cannot lose salvation even by willful 
and persistent sin. This is real antinomianism. 


What does the great doctrine of justification by faith say 
to all these forms of antinomianism ? 


In the first place, grace justifies the sinner on the grounds 
of the perfect righteousness of Jesus Christ (Rom. 5:18, 19). 
This righteousness consists in His obedience to the law of 
God on our behalf. By his sinless life Christ fulfilled the 
precept of the law, and by His death He satisfied its penalty 
on behalf of all who would believe on Him. He did not send 
His Son to weaken its force or to create a lower standard. 
As John Flavell said, never was the law of God more highly 
honored as when the Son of God stood before its bar of 
justice to make reparations for the damage done. 


In the second place, the believing sinner is personally 
justified when God imputes to him Christ's perfect obedience 
to the law. This is the Father's robe of righteousness woven 
in the loom of heaven at such an infinite cost. It is therefore 
utterly inconceivable that a believer can wear the Father's 
robe while despising His law. Faith is always inseparable 
from repentence, which is sorrow for breaking the Father's 
commandments. Justification is a law term. It means 
"setting one right before the law.''—A.H. Strong, Systematic 
Theology, p 856. 


Justification means that the believing sinner, through the 
righteousness of Christ, is brought into a right relationship 
to the law. This relationship is first legal (justification), 
but through the gift of the Holy Spirit it becomes vital 
(sanctification). The new life of grateful obedience and 
holiness is the beginning of eternal life. Salvation is not 
only from sin, but salvation to holiness. While it is certain 
that no man is saved by holiness, it is just as certain that 
he is saved to holiness. No one is saved by the keeping of 
God's commandments, but all who are saved are saved toa 
new life of keeping God's commandments. It is impossible 
to be justified without being sanctified. He who does not 
possess a living, active, holy faith is not justified irrespec- 
tive of who he is or what his past experience has been. 
Holiness is no blissful euphoria or ecstatic froth and bubble. 
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It is a life of trustful obedience on the part of one who 
gratefully confesses, "Christ is Lord." 


CONCLUSION 


The popular errors which have overrun the church and 
which have obscured the clear light of the gospel are not so 
different as they may appear on the surface. As_ Luther 
remarked about the papists and the Enthusiasts, they are 
like Samson's foxes-—their tails are tied together although 
their heads are pointing in different directions. 


For instance, Pentecostalism and dispensationalism stand 
opposed to each other in their understanding of the age of 
the special gifts of the Spirit. But they have a common bond 
in their denial of the place which the New Testament gives 
to justification by faith. Pentecostalism denies that it brings 
the fulfillment of God's Old Testament promises to the Jews. 


The heads of legalism and antinomianism may point in 
different directions, but their tails are tied together. We 
have seen that legalism is the worst form of antinomianism. 
Likewise, antinomianism, which puts the leading of an in- 
ward experience in the place of the objective law, must end 
up as the worst kind of legalism. 


Each ism which we have examined is a radical departure 
from the fruth of justification by faith. The biblical doctrine 
of justification places grace, the saving action of God, just- 
ification, perfection, security, immortality and the law 
outside of himself both for righteousness to stand before 
God and for guidance to walk before Him. The eye of faith 
is upon Christ in the sanctuary of heaven atGod's right hand. 


Beginning with Rome, we have seen that the mark of error 
is that it casts the truth down to the ground, internalizing it 
within man himself. Rome internalizes saving grace and 
saving righteousness. Pentecostalism internalizes Christ~ 
ian witnessing, for it witnesses to inner experience. Evan-~ 
gelical subjectivism internalizes the throne room of Christ 
and His substantial presence. Perfectionism internalizes 
the Christian's completeness. Dualism internalizes immor-~ 
tality. Legalism internalizes the basis of acceptance with 
God. Antinomianism internalizes the law. Optionalism 
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internalizes the finished workof Christ and eternal security. 


This is all the spirit of man's putting himself in the place 
of Christ. Here is the real spirit of the man of sin, the 
antichrist who has cast down the placeof Christ's sanctuary 
and "the truth to the ground" (see Dan. 8:11,12}. It is the 
wine of Babylon by which the enemy has confused God's 
people and held them in bondage. Yet the messenger who 
bears the everlasting gospel, or the truth of justification by 
faith (Rev. 14:6), is followed by another, who says, "Babylon 
is fallen, is fallen...'' Rev. 14:8. Thank God that the hosts 
of evil no longer have power to hold the church captive, for 
the gospel of Jesus Christ overthrows the strongholds of 
error. The sanctuary of truth, so long cast down and defiled 
by the errors which have been smuggled in by the man of 
Sin, is restored to its rightful place through the pure teach- 
ing of the everlasting gospel. —End of Series. 
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REVIEW: 
CARL KETCHERSIDE’S NEW BOOK 


By Joe Black 
Birmingham, Alabama 


A prominent business executive a few years ago drove 
himself relentlessly day and night in pursuit of the American 
dream. As head of a huge manufacturing concern with plants 
scattered through several southern and western states he 
had no time for serving God or caring for his family's real 
needs. He tried to compensate his family with long expen- 
sive vacations during which he joined them on weekends 
always with a briefcase filled with work to do. Then it 
happened! A pain in the upper chest would not leave. In 
intensive care he could not even think about business, and 
he was allowed only brief visits from his family. He began 
to realize the true importance of his family. Each time it 
became worse to seethem go. Empty and lonely he turned 
to the Bible and discovered its wealth of treasure. He was 
hooked. When he was allowed to return to work he was a 
changed man. Every new employee received a Bible. Some 
called him a "Bible junkie". He is one af many these days 
who have come to realize their spiritual poverty in our 
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materialistic age and discovered a satisfying life of adven- 
ture in Christ. 


This is the work of the Holy Spirit. He is moving in the 
hearts of adventurous men and women of faith as he did in 
the first century. He is changing the world by changing and 
using people. Our decadent age is similar to that of the 
Roman Empire. Christianity was born into a cruel world. 
Unwanted babies were left on the forum steps and were 
collected by worthless people who raised them as prostitutes 
and slaves. Slaves were not considered human but as tools 
or pets; they could be tortured and killed at their master's 
whims. The Spirit was able to change all this through a 
growing band of adventurous souls dedicated to Jesus. He is 
doing the same thing today. 


Materialism has generated an unquenchable thirst for 
spiritual values. A feeling that the power to care for our- 
selves lies within us is an illusion that has been systemat- 
ically destroyed. We have raped our land, polluted our 
streams, and wantonly killed wildlife. We have lost faith in 
government to deal effectively in these matters. Some turn 
to drugs or the occult or to Eastern religions for help. Many 
have broken away in the charismatic movement, but the 
movement itself has become denominationa! and devisive in 
that believers are excluded who have no special gifts from 
the Spirit such as tongues-speaking. But all Christianity is 
charismatic because all Christians have the Spirit. The 
Spirit is given on the merits of Jesus and not those of the 
believer. The Spirit leads the believer in strong devotion 
to Jesus. An adventurous life of faith results. This tribe 
is increasing and the world is being changed because of it. 


This is the challenge in Carl Ketcherside’s new book, 
Adventures in Faith. It sells for $3.50 and can be ordered 
postage free from his home: 139 Signal Hill Drive, St. Louis, 
Mo 6312. This is the latest, and many consider the best, 
book from this prolific author. It is cheerful and optimistic. 
It will entertain you and may turn your thinking upside down. 
His material is drawn from many sources. Regular readers 
will enjoy Ketchersideisms such as “Christians are not 
brain-washed but heart-washed''and'"'We are called not to be 
good lawyers but to be great lovers.'' He wants to set us 
free in Christ. = 
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- from page 2 


the translating committee and has found a true, genuine, 
dyed~in-the-wool liberal, assuming that he is correctly 
represented. Therefore, this makes the RSV a liberal 
translation. It matters not whether the remaining 31 schol- 
ars are "straight", the one liberal contaminates the whole 
bunch and renders the RSV a "perversion", according to our 
brother's strange reasoning. 


After a long dissertation on the word "'almah" (Isa. 7:14), 
rendered "young woman" in the RSV, he concludes with this 
childish tantrum: 


The chickens have now come home to roost as far 
as the liberal Protestant community is concerned. 
Why that THING has ever had one SINGLE, SOLI- 
TARY defender among us is more thanI can fathom. 
Yet some of our best known preachers and college 
professors have favored it with their recommenda- 
tion. Toward this I say, shame, Shame, SHAME!!! 
(his emphasis, rlk) 


All this because of one liberal on the translating committee. 
Believe it or not, this writer is a "lesson writer" for one 
of our leading journals. I have heard him preach and I have 
read many of his articles, but now I'm wondering just how 
much of what he says is said with the same childish bias. 


Again, the condemning of our modern ''committee-trans- 
lated" Bibles is among the strangest of all church phenomena, 
especially the vilifying of the RSV. Even after 25 years, 
after all the deficiencies of the KJV has been widely publi- 
cized, brethren still blast away as if nothing had ever been 
said. It is no wonder that our church ‘voice has lost its 
influence in the world. 


The other of the two writers mentioned is more system- 
atic. One-by-one he relegates all versions to the fires of 
hell, and I'm anxiously waiting to learn his preference. If 
I were a betting man I would lay two-to-one odds that it will 
be the KJV and the ASV. He, like the other, castigates the 
RSV because of Isaiah 7:14, even though the N.T. renders 
the word as "virgin" in Matthew 1:23. 
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If Isaiah 7:14 be a real mistranslation in the RSV, and if 
this renders the whole version unreliable, then logic would 
suggest that any misrendering in the KJV would do the same 
for that version, would it not? If so, then translating 
"Jesus" instead of Joshua" in Hebrews 4:8 makes the KJV 
a perversion. Isn't it just as bad to confuse the God of 
heaven with a man as it is to render virgin as young woman 
in Isaiah 7:14? And was not the 10th century Hebrew manu- 
script from which the KJV was translated incomplete? 
Compare the KJV rendering of Genesis 4:8 with the RSV. 
The KJV reads: 


And Cain talked with Abel his brother: and it came 
to pass, when they were in the field, that Cain rose 
up against Abel his brother, and slew him. 


Note, "And Cain talked with Abel his brother". What did he 
say? What he said is not recorded in the KJV because the 
words are obliterated in the KJV ms. The RSV, which is 
based on an older and more reliable Hebrew ms, furnishes 
the missing words: 


And Cain said to Abel his brother, "Let us go out 
into the field"". And-when they were in the field, 
Cain rose up against his brother Abel, and killed 
him. 


This is just one of many such instances in the KJV. 


What would these brethren say about a particular version 
in which the translating committee saw fit to add a few 
verses of their own and pass them off as scripture? They 
would laugh hilariously in derision of it. Yet, this is exactly 
the case of the KJV. There are a good number of spurious 
(false) scriptures which have been added since the penning 
of the inspired originals. Yet, this deficiency, along with 
many others, seems to carry no weight at all in determining 
reliability. 


Elders must come in for their share of the blame in the 
current unrest over "versions", mainly for their edicts 
which forbid the use of any version except the KJV and/or 
the ASV. Here is a typical example of this high-handed 
practice, taken from the Sunday bulletin of an Alabama 
congregation. 
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ELDER'S COMMENT 

Recent years have seen a number of so-called 
new translations of the Bible published and offered 
for our use. For the most part, they are not to be 
depended upon. We have advised all Bible teachers 
in the congregation to limit their regular classroom 
use to the King James Version or the American 
Standard Version. Each of these was translated by 
no fewer than 40 scholars and they are considered 
the most accurate and most dependable translations 
in the English language. 

Other versions may be useful for comparative 
study, much as we use the various commentaries. 
In this way, we can get the advantage of modern 
language and still be able to detect errors that 
show up in them quite often. 


In reference this last statement, it is obvious that the 
elders intended that the KJV be used as the standard for 
comparison in order to ‘detect errors that show up" in 
other versions; for, how else could the members "'detect" 
the errors except to compare with the KJV. The statement 
that the KJV and ASV are "considered the most accurate 
and dependable translations in the English language” is 
blatantly false! In an article for Eternity magazine, Robert 
H. Mounce, professor of religious studies, Western Kentucky 
University, said in his review of the KJV: 


It deserves an honored place on the bookshelf of 
great classics of the English language~and should 
normally be left on that shelf, leaving its former 
position to the more accurate and appropriate 
translations. 


In a similar review in Eternity, William S. LaSor, professor 
of Old Testament, Fuller Theological Seminary, said: 


...in spite of many failings has a beauty of style 
and cadence superior to most translations. While 
no one wants to shoot "mother", still it is foolish 
to refuse to give her a decent burial when her days 
are finished. 


This expresses the consensus of our leading Bible scholars 
regarding the KJV and it is vastly different from the "most 
accurate and dependable" statement made by the <lders 
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above. By issuing such an edict the elders miss the mark 
on several counts. First, they usurp the prerogative of 
naming the version for exclusive use contrary to individual 
conscience. Second, they base the prerogative on the false 
notion that they have "official authority"’ to issue such an 
order. Third, they "mis"lead the flock with erroneous 
information concerning the true status of existing versions. 
Designating a superior translation as a "perversion" comes 
under the heading of sin, if not “blasphemy”. Fourth, they 
whose responsibility it is to keep the peace, lay the ground- 
work for dissension and possible division by dictating in the 
area of personal choice. 


One of the regrettable things about this whole business of 
"versions" is that we are forced by circumstances to say 
things against the KJV that we wouldn't normally say in the 
absence of such controversy. The circumstance is forced 
when brethren condemn newer translations while extolling 
the greatness of the KJV. This compels us to make com- 
parisons to show the fallacy of the argument, and it gives 
the impression that we condemn the KJV just as others 
condemn the newer versions. No, we don't ''condemn" the 
KJV. We are not Saying that it is a "'perversion" a "product 
of hell" or any of those things which brethren ungraciously 
Say against modern versions; nor do we crook our finger 
and "'shame"those who use the KJV out of preference. It was 
the product of the world's best scholars in the 17th century. 
Even though better and older mss have keen discovered since 
1611, and even though knowledge of the ancient languages 
has increased considerably, the KJV was then the best in 
existence, and it was sufficient for salvation. It still is. 
Even though archaic and deficient in many respects the KJV 
contains the inspired record of God's visit to this planet. It 
matters little which version one studies as long as he is 
able to discern the message. What we're saying is that it 
is more discernible in other versions. It is not sacrelig- 
ious to lay the KJV on the shelf, nor is it spiritual treason 
to prefer and study from better versions. This we urge 
brethren to do. 

Those who are interested in pursuing the subject further 
should send for the booklet, "Bibles in Review", by the 
editor, in which the accuracy and reliability of modern 
versions are discussed in more detail and by well qualified 
reviewers. The cost is $1, which includes 40f postage. "@ 
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EDITOR 


ENCOUNTER 
WITH THE “THIRD ALTERNATIVE” 


It is becoming more and more interesting to watch our 
brethren struggle with the subject of imputed righteousness. 
Some are against it for reasons that even they are not sure 
of, except that some of their compadres are against it. One 
tries desperately to associate the teaching with Calvinism. 
Another ties it in with the grace/unity movement. One even 
tried to connect it with Seventh Day Adventism. They don't 
know why they are against it but they are against it! 


Pertaining to the matter of "justification" there are those 
who still insist that there is a 'third alternative", i.e., a 
way to be justified other than by man's works or by Christ's 
imputed righteousness. I had never known any other possi- 
bility until bro. Mike Willis, editor of Truth Magazine, 
came up with yet another way. Even though we exposed the 
fallacy of his thinking in a past issue of EF, he continues to 
opt for a third alternative. Not only that, but Ken Green, 
a Staff writer for Searching the Scriptures, joins in and 
lends his support to bro. Willis’ idea. In the July 1978 issue 
of Searching the Scriptures he says concerning my reply to 
bro. Willis’ ''There is, however, another alternative: justi- 
fication through forgiveness”: 


R. L. Kilpatrick took issue with this and claimed, 
"It is more or less the very thing we have been 
saying.'' But it's not the same thing at all. Bro. 
Kilpatrick even argues that if man becomes right— 
eous when he is forgiven, then ''salvation is through 
personal righteousness which comes through ‘for- 
siveness'". Well, what's wrong with that? Doesn't 
the word teach that salvation is a gift of God? And 
if a gift, doesn't it belong to the recipient? —p. 3. 


I would hope that bro. Green has simply missed the point, 
otherwise he is teaching salvation by works. ''What‘s wrong 
with personal righteousness?'"’ Aside from being Galatian- 
ism and severance from grace it is a fine teaching. 


First of all, personal righteousness has to do with the 
"quality"’ of the soul. If "personal" righteousness is the 
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result of being forgiven, then something good has been 
wrought in and on the soul, changing it from its former 
condition. Regardless of which road bro. Green takes, he 
will have to accept either what Catholics teach as “infused 
grace" or what brethren teach as “imputed righteousness. "' 
If he takes the position that the quality of the sinner's soul 
was personally unrighteous before forgiveness, and that the 
quality changed to personal righteousness afterwards, he 
must accept the doctrine of infusion. This requires that God 
perform a miracle on the soul so as to instill a quality that 
was not formerly present. 


The only other alternative is this: If the quality of the 
sinners soul was unrighteous before forgiveness, and unless 
God performs a miracle to change it, then the quality must 
remain the same after forgiveness. Therefore, the right- 
eousness which is then possessed by the sinner is nothing 
more than a state or status conferred upon him so as to 
change his relationship with God. This is imputed righteous- 
ness and the only kind the Bible teaches. So it seems that 
bro. Willis’ third alternative is nothing more than the 
Catholic doctrine of infused grace. 


Yet, there is one great difference between the Catholic 
doctrine of infused grace and what is taught by bro. Willis. 
In Catholic theology, those who are sanctified through this 
infused grace continue in this state throughout life on earth. 
Final "justification"’ awaits at the end of the sanctified life. 
In bro. Willis' theology, God's grace is infused initially to 
bring about personal righteousness, but after this it's up to 
the one sanctified to maintain his status through the per- 
formance of good works. In other words, the Holy Spirit 
gives the initial boost toward eternal life and the sanctified 
maintains the momentum by his personal goodness. Grace 
is only called in afterwards on special occasions to forgive 
sins but does not reside permanently in the sanctified. If 
this be the two choices of "infused" righteousness, then I 
would have to side with the Catholics. However, both ideas 
are totally foreign to scripture. 


Certainly a man is righteous when he is forgiven. The 
question is not if he is or is not righteous, but on what 
grounds is he righteous? Is it on the merit of inward good- 
ness or on the inward goodness of Christ imputed to us? 
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I am confident that some of our opposing brethren really 
DO understand what we're saying, but they can't afford to 
admit it lest they should then have to deal with it directly. 
Instead, they find it easier to attach the doctrine of imputed 
righteousness as a rider to Calvinism and then destroy 
Calvinism to give the impression that by destroying one they 
destroy the other. This ploy will fool only those who would 
prefer to be fooled. Imputing the perfect obedience of Christ 
to the sinner'’s account for justification is not a distinctive 
feature of Calvinism any more than it is with Lutherans, or 
Catholics, or Baptists. The Baptist, incidentally, have 
rejected the "five-points" of Calvinism, yet they continue to 
teach imputed righteousness. The attempt to combine what 
is currently taught among brethren with Calvinism is for no 
other purpose than to excite prejudice. If the doctrine of 
imputed righteousness can be disproved, then it must be 
disproved by scripture, not prejudice. Bro. Willis struggles 
vainty to identify imputed righteousness with Calvinism: 


Calvinism is a system so constructed that if one 
admits one of the propositions the rest of the doc- 
trines of Calvinism are necessary conclusions. 
They remind me of a stack of dominos; if the first 
one falls, the rest are going to fall as well. One 
cannot accept part of Calvinism: he either accepts 
all of it or rejects all of it. -Truth Magazine, 3 
August 1978, p. 3. 


To me it is amazing how that bro. Willis can see a con- 
nection between Calvinism and imputed righteousness when 
all the Bible scholars within my range of reading can see no 
such connection. And, too, most scholars of my reading 
acquaintence reject the five-points of Calvinism and still 
they teach the doctrine of imputed righteousness. Why must 
I accept the doctrine of ''predestination" in order to teach 
imputed righteousness? Must I believe in "irresistible 
grace" before I can teach that I have '’no righteousness of 
my own, based on law, but that which is through faith in 
Christ, the righteousness from God that depends on faith''? 
(Phil. 3:9). When we teach that "the righteousness of God 
has been manifested apart from law'' {Rom. 3:21), must we 
believe in the "perseverence of the saints’? Bro. Willis 
has promised that in future issues of Truth Magazine he 
will show the connection. We wait. 


Already he thinks the editor of EF is well on his way to 
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accepting all of Calvinism: 


some are not too far from doing that. R.L. Kilpat- 
rick, Editor of Ensign Fair, has already inherited 
total depravity as seen from this quotation (quotes 
part of my article titled ‘"'The Propagation of 
Adam's Kind", rlk). —op cit., p. 4 


I'm not sure if he meant that lam "totally depraved" or that 
I teach the doctrine of total depravity —probably both. The 
article in question simply proved that mankind does indeed 
inherit the sinful nature of Adam; which is a point that needs 
very little scriptural proof since personal observation 
seems quite adequate. But this is just plain Bible and has 
nothing to do with Calvinism. 


My suggestion to these brethren, who are so adept at 
"charting"'their logic, is that they take bed-sheet and crayon 
in hand and in the same meticulous way they diagram the 
orphan’s home and sponsoring church issues, begin charting 
their logic, or the lack thereof, on the imputed righteous- 
ness issue. An honest, open minded investigation will soon 
reveal the inconsistency of their thinking. aa 
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Books: 


ADVENTURES IN FAITH 

Adventures In Faith, by W. Carl Ketcherside (see article 
by Joe Black, p. 10) is worth many times the selling price 
of $3.50. In my opinion this one ranks among the best by 
this writer. Not only does he show us how living the Christ- 
ian life can be adventurous, even reading the book is an 
adventure. It is written in the "positive" vein and for those 
who think theChristian life must be dull and non-challenging 
owe it to themselves to read this spiritually uplifting book. 


ONE LIFE, DEATH AND JUDGMENT 


This 17 page booklet by Edward Fudge deals with the 
subject of grace and justification. Since the subject of grace 
seems to be becoming a hot issue within the church, it would 
be good for brethren to read this booklet. Order from 
Edward Fudge, 4 Sandra Lane, Athens, AL 35611. 
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Editorial Rebuttal 


OFFENDED 


By Michael D. Stone 


Editor’s Note: Michael Stone preaches for the church in 
Ashland, Kentucky. This makes the second time that bro. 
Stone has sent in a rebuttal and I'm beginning to believe that 
he doesn't agree with me. He is offended by some of my 
remarks in the August editorial dealing with lawsuits and 
the abuse of Ist Corinthians 6. 


On Saturday, August 12, 1978, my personal friend of several 
years, Ira Rice, Jr., was to arrive in Ashland, Kentucky, 
for a two day visit. On several occasions in the past years, 
we have enjoyed his visits in our home. This visit was no 
exception. Brother Rice did arrive on that Saturday after- 
noon. He stayed in our home that night and preached to the 
church here on the Lord's Day concerning how we could 
help to evangelize the world. 

It so happened that on the very day my friend was due to 
arrive, I received in the mail the August 1978 issue of ‘The 
Ensign Fair”. The editorial in that issue, written by R. L. 
Kilpatrick, consisted of an unjustified attack on brother Ira 
Rice, Jr. I showed the editorial to brother Rice and he 
made little comment and showed little concern about it (I 
suppose he is used to falsities being said about him). How- 
ever, I, personally, was not going to take it so lightly. 
Therefore, two weeks later, I am writing this article. 

Please notice the following statement from the editorial: 
“Unlike the 'muckraker' who gains his title by reporting 
unfavorable facts concerning important individuals, Ira 
Rice, Jr. has built his 'headhunter’ reputation over the 
years via the art of smear, and it matters little to him 
whether the things reported be true or untrue, to which I 
am willing to testify from personal experience."' The 
editorial is filled with similar statements which, to say the 
least, are very repulsive to faithful brethren over this 
brotherhood who have loved and appreciated brother Rice 
and his good works for many years. I resent the work of 
brother Rice being referred to as the "art of smear". I 
resent the statement that "it matters little to him whether 


2 





the things reported be true or untrue"’. The burden of proof 
for such a careless statement is with brother Kilpatrick. 
Where is that proof? 

My friends, I have been offended by brother R.L. Kilpat- 
rick. I'm requesting an apology from him through the pages 
of ''The Ensign Fair". A copy of this writing has been sent 
to him with the request that he publish it. We shall see 
what he will do. 

—4763 Skyline Drive, Ashland, Kentucky 41101 





EDITORIAL REPLY: 


Well, certainly I will have to apologize if what I said about 
Ira Rice, Jr. offended bro. Stone; even though I have diffi- 
culty perceiving the connection. I realize that even truth 
can be said in an offensive way and whenever we become 
guilty of such we should, and must, apologize for the offense. 
However, the truth spoken cannot be repented of. Regard- 
less of how it may effect someone's admiration, there are 
times when nothing will suffice except to state truth in plain 
language. Even though we might prefer to deal with the Ira 
Rice problem in a more subtle, intellectual way, I'm not 
sure that some would get the message. 


Neither would it be wise for us to belabor the issue with 
bro. Stone. If there's one thing we've learned about fra 
Rice, Jr., it's that he is capable of fighting his own battles. 
It's his specialty. If Ira chooses to "take the matter lightly", 
that should be a clue for bro. Stone todo likewise. After 
all, the editorial in question was more concerned with the 
“spirit of Riceism" than with Rice as a person. There are 
Ira Rices everywhere, and especially among preachers and 
"elderships''~even here in Huntsville. We have no desire 
nor intent to "go after"' any brother to do to him what Ira 
does to his brethren, for this would place us in the same 
category. And, too, even if we were able to put Ira Rice 
out of commission, 'Riceism' would live on in the minds of 
his followers, those who consider him the modern savior of 
the church. This is the spirit which is detrimental and 
devestating to the body of Christ. 


Whatever Ira Rice may do on the positive side of the 
ledger, such as "evangelizing the world", as bro. Stone put 
it, we heartily approve and endorse. However, it is ex- 
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tremely difficult to understand how that any brother can 
preach Christ on one hand and destroy brethren on the other. 
A biblical example (Phil. 1:15-18) shows us that one may 
preach Christ with the wrong motive and, like Paul, we can 
endorse the preaching while condemning the motive. But 
how can anyone preach Christ's love for sinners and turn 
around and destroy the reputation of that one for whom 
Christ died? This is self-defeating, paradoxial preaching, 
not to mention hypocritical. This is not the way to evan- 
gelize the world. 


Now, let me ask bro. Stone what would he think about a 
court of law that would accept a charge against a citizen 
based on hearsay evidence, and then try, convict, and sen- 
tence that citizen without even notifying him that he was 
charged?! Surely this would elicit a spasm of righteous 
indignation. This is exactly my experience with Ira Rice, 
Jr. He accepted at face value a report of half-truths from 
a local radical and printed it verbatim in "Contending for 
the Faith'' without even bothering to verify that I even 
existed!! Careless statement?? Indeed!! This is Ira 
Rice's typical method of operation and it stinks to high 
heaven! No person guilty of such a practice can have the 
slightest interest in truth, for "by their deeds ye shall know 
them."’ Let bro. Stone examine his heart to see if perhaps 
he is afflicted with a case of hero-worship. 


What bro. Stone and those like him must understand about 
the Ira Rices of our brotherhood, is that even though they 
may teach what they BELIEVE the scriptures teach, their 
views are Subject to the same limitations and possible error 
as the rest of us who are saddled with finite minds. It is 
wrong to equate ones "subjective" understanding of truth with 
"objective’' truth, for the difference is the difference be— 
tween the finite and the infinite. That type of reasoning goes 
something like this: I believe the Bible. The Bible is true. 
Therefore, what I believe is Bible truth and those who dis- 
agree with me disagree with the Bible and are false teachers. 
Brethren, only God has and is objective truth. Subjective 
truth is measured in degrees of understanding. No brother 
has such spiritual insight that he can string out his brethren 
along the scale of knowledge and judge some ''sound” and 
all others "'unsound"’. The Ira Rices should realize that they 
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ADYOCATING THE GOSPEL 





_ Michael Holl) 








Editor's Note: Several places throughout this essay, bro. 
Hall uses the word "godspel" for ''gospel.'' Lest some 
should be confused, the etymology of the word gospel is 
thought to be from the Anglo-Saxon "God's Spell". This was 
a term used to describe the effect the preaching of the ''good 
news" had on those who heard; i.e., they were under "God's 
spell", which was later contracted to "godspel" and still 
later to "gospel." 


What is the Good-News? Paul tersely summarized the 
gospel in enumerating the Jesus-facts of His death, burial, 
and resurrection (1 Cor. 15:1-4). Pauline theology about the 
gooc news is simple; it comprises the saving life of Jesus. 
For him, the good-news was what God accomplished for us 
in Jesus Christ. It exclusively concerned the redemptive 
activity at Golgotha where God reconciled all things unto 
Himself and imputed to Jesus our sins (II Cor. 5:17-21). God 
the Father treated Jesus as if He were guilty of our sins 
("He has made Him to be sin for us"') in order that He might 
treat us as if we were innocent and not guilty of our sins 
and crimes against Him and His government. That's what 
the vicarious death of Jesus is all about. In the vernacular 
of today's English, Jesus took OUR rap for us. 








The Good-News then is God's liberating act in His Son. 
That means that the focal point of our faith is in Jesus and 
what He has accomplished. It isn't our religious experiences 
but Christ's that are saving and atoning. 


So What? What significance does this have to our lives as 
disciples of Jesus? Namely this: we need to get our eyes 
off ourselves and focus on Him! The Hebrew writer put it 
this way: "look to Jesus the author and finisher of our 


9) 





faith...'’ (Heb, 12:1-3). There's spiritual weakness in too 
much introspective exercises. There’s an unhealthiness in 
an extreme Subjectivism. 


The Good-News does not concern our feelings primarily, 
nor the ecstasy we reach in a mystical relationship with 
God; nor yet our being filled of the Spirit. The godspel 
concerns the Jesus-story; His visit to this planet; His par- 
ticipation in the human dilemma; His liberation and healing. 


To base our faith on our own experiences is detrimental 
to the biblical good-news and to our spiritual lives. When- 
ever we begin looking within, and base our relationship on 
that, then we'll find our relationship with God fading in and 
out, depending on how spiritual we're feeling at the moment. 
Clouds of doubt and despair inevitably will arise, fogs of 
bad feelings will spring up...and then there goes our faith. 


When the foundation of our spiritual life rests upon our- 
selves, we'll always be asking the alarming questions: Am I 
Spiritual enough? Am I prayerful enough? Am I thankful 
enough? Am I yet disciplined enough? etc., etc. Those 
questions should be rhetorical. Of course you are not! You 
never will be! That's why you need a rescuer; a saver, a 
deliverer from the condemnation. 


Instead, base your trust and spiritual life upon God's fully 
accomplished act in Jesus. Identify with that act in the 
self-disclaimer of baptism, when you coniess your own need, 
inability to do it on your own, and willingness to merge into 
His experience. Allow God to account you as clean and pure 
in His sight; to adopt you into His family, reconcile you to 
Himself; fill you with His Spirit and keep you by His power. 
Then, whether you feei like it or not, whether your emo- 
tions are high or not, your spiritual life will be on a sure 
foundation, grounded in the objective act of God. There 
will never again be any question as to whether you are saved 
or not. God said you are. There will never again be any 
question whether you're going to heaven~—of course you are, 
He promised! 


This isn't to dismiss our emotions or experiences. They 
are neat, fun, wonierful and can be ecstatic. This per- 
spective only puts fie into their proper places. Or sud- 
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jective experiences are real and have validity, but not as 
the foundational ground of our relationship. They are not 
the basis of our faith, but the result, the fruit of our trust, 
the byproduct of our infilling. 


Let's advocate the Godspel. Let's stop advocating our- 
selves; stop proclaiming our experiences, our feelings, our 
Spiritual power. What a miserable witness. What an effete 
testimony.» Let’s rather announce the experiences, feelings 
and power of Jesus. Now there was a life that was perfect! 
It was super, complete, full, with nothing lacking. That was 
the life that completely pleased God and fulfilled His law. 


It is tragic when evangelical Christians with a restoration 
heritage and emphasis are so unaware of what the Good- 
News is, that magazines that so announce themselves as 
"advocates of the gospel" (if you know what I mean) refuse 
to print an article like this one because it is too liberal! ? 
How have we gotten to the place that we have "gospel 
preachers" who don't know what the good-news is; who know 
only how to condemn, rebuke, chastise and criticize? Per- 
haps...just perhaps, it is because we have failed to trans- 
late the word gospel into modern English. Think about it. 


- P.O. Box.4, Caruthersville, MO 63830 


Note change of address 


| he ie Mailbox (Names withheld by editor's discretion) 


OREGON 


I have just finished reading the Sept. issue of "'the Ensign 
Fair" upon which was stamped "time to renew". So, I 
thought it would be a great time to get a note off to you, 
expressing my great appreciation for your little publication. 
The writings which you select are very challenging, enjoy- 
able, and uplifting. Ensign Fair has been a blessing to my 
life, and I want to thank you for that. 


HUNTSVILLE 


I would lixe a two year subscription to the Ensign Fair 
and back issues for the last two years or so. Please keep 
up the good work. 














(turn to page 19) 
ri 








Swallowing It is a trait of Pharisees and 
other legalistic teachers that 
they develop a warped sense of 

Camels values. This creates incon- 

sistency in life and teaching. 

W. Car] The meticulous observation of 

Ketcherside minor matters gravitates a- 

gainst a proper relationship to 

things of greater worth. Ina 

stirring indictment, Jesus said, ''You hypocrites! You give 

to God one tenth even of seasoning herbs, such as mint, dill, 

and cumin, but you neglect to obey the really important 

teachings of the Law, such as justice and mercy and honesty. 

These you should practice, without neglecting the others. 

Blind guides! You strain a gnat out of your drink, but you 
swallow a camel!"' 


Both gnats and camels change with the passing of centu- 
ries, The things which men catch in their strainers and 
carefully toss aside are not the same as those which 
“bugged'' the saints in the days of the apostles. I do not 
know of a congregation in our day that is in a hassle over 
circumcision. No one is ina big dither over eating of meats 
or observation of days. This does not mean there are no 
longer gnats around. Brethren are swatting and batting at 
swarms of them all over the landscape. 


And they are still gulping down dromedaries, humps and 
all! This is a built-in reaction to the legalistic stance. It 
stems from the elemental fact that no one in the flesh can 
keep law perfectly. Therefore no flesh can be justified by 
law. One who thinks we are still under a written code must 
find something he can do without too much effort, and judge 
his faithfulness to God by attendance upon that. He is not 
greatly concerned about concentrating upon justice, mercy 
and honesty. 


I shall never forget that once when I went to a southern 
state I visited the home of a brother who was an elder ina 
little congregation back in the piney-woods. I went to invite 
him to my tent meeting but he could not come because the 
brethren with whom I was working used individual cups in 
the Lord's Supper. For two solid hours I listened to him 
as he argued for ''the faithful church” which was “true to 
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the Book" on what he referred to as "the cups question." 
One year later when I returned to the area he was in prison 
for moonshining. He was operating a still and "the Feds" 
had him under observation at the very time he was talking 
so earnestly to me. Bootlegging was not bad if you had only 
one cup on Sunday. 


I knew another man in the church who would get "liquored 
up" as the local folk put it, and would start an argument 
with the Baptist preacher on the street. They would go to it 
without mercy. He knew Baptist doctrine "top side and 
bottom" and could give a good account of himself in a verbal 
tussle, but he had to be "three sheets in the wind" to do it. 
Not every case of camel-swallowing is as obvious as this. 
some brethren have been engaged in the art for so long that 
they "pop camels" like others do pills. There is a series 
of questions in Romans 2:17~24 which might prove embaras- 
sing if furnished a modern twist! 


-139 Signal Hill Drive, St. Louis, Mo 63121 
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Oditonial - from page 4 


have no greater standard for comparison than their own 
subjective, finite understanding which is something less 
than infallible. 


By this I'm not saying that we should accept every 
person's interpretation of scripture without question. We 
should disagree if we don't agree. We should argue and even 
get excited about it if necessary, for this only shows the 
strength of belief. But it is one thing to disagree and engage 
in heated debate and quite another to judge the opposing 
brother as worthy of hell because he won't come across! 
Brethren CAN disagree and still be brethren. If not, then 
we'd better check on this thing called Christian character. 
However, the philosophy noted above serves to block this 
kind of fellowship. Because, you see, the 'I believe the 
Bible; the Bible is true; to disagree with me is tantamount 
to disbelieving the Bible'' is the philosophy that won't allow 
brethren to associate with what they consider "false 
teachers."' Brethren, let's work on our philosophy. It may 
draw us cCioser to Christianity. & 
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CAN WE THINK FOR OURSELVES’? 


Roger Rossiter 
Athens, @hio 








"About this we have much to say which is hard to 
explain, since you have become dull of hearing. 
| For though by this time you ought to be teachers, 
you need some one to teach you again the first | 
principles of God's word. You need milk not solid 
food; for every one who lives on milk is unskilled 
_| in the word of righteousness, for he is achild. But 
solid food is for the mature, for those who have 
their faculties trained by practice to distinguish 
good from evil'’ (Hebrews 5:11-14). 


PROBLEM 


The writer had been discussing the order of Christ's 
priesthood, but suddenly goes on this excursion. He first 
states a problem. '’You've become dull of hearing."’ Christ's 
priesthood is difficult to interpret, not impossible, just 
difficult. It demands alertness and depth on the part of the 
learner. It's one of the deeper portions of truth. The writer 
is limited not because of his qualifications or any lack on 
the part of the Holy Spirit. The problem is, these Christians 
have not progressed, but digressed—they've "become dull of 
understanding."’ If they had grown they could understand, 
but because of their sluggishness, were hindered. In light 
of 1 Peter 2:2, "Like newborn babes, long for the pure 
spiritual milk, that by it you may grow up to Salvation", the 
problem is serious. It's similar to the one in 1 Cor. 3:1-3. 


EXPECTATION 


Secondly, the writer notes a natural expectation, that is, 
"by this time you ought to be teachers.'' The reference 
isn't to special teachers in a public situation. Apparently 
he meant each Christian was to grow to the point he could 
instruct others. This certainly agrees with Ii Tim. 2:24. 
It’s only natural to expect every child of God to love and 
trust his word so much they'll spontaneously teach it to 
others. 
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RETR OGRESSION 


How pathetic! How indifference does hurt! Rather than 
teach, they had to relearn the very basic elements of God's 
word. Once they were progressing but have now fallen back 
to their former condition. They were like babies still in 
need of milk. 


TWO MAXIMS 


Finally, the writer contrasts two maxims. First, those 
who are shallow in God's word are unskilled with it. Second, 
those who have trained their faculties by practice to be able 
to decide between right and wrong are skilled withit. Ata 
glance, all can see these two factors are indisputable, 
logical and established principles. 


THINKING POWER 


Why should we expect to understand God's word? Because 
we have the power to think and God stated his will in a think- 
ing pattern. Each of us have different degrees of thinking 
power, but the fact remains, we can think. Our genetic 
qualities, natural capacities, environment, and developmental 
processes determine the effectiveness of our thinking power. 
Practice in thinking is the important factor, regardless of 
the level we're on. Remember: ''Those who have trained 
their faculties by practice to be able to decide between right 
and wrong are skilled in handling God's word."' Then we 
don't need an elite tribe of interpreters, or a holy hierarchy! 
What we need is for all people trained in God's word, and 
each studying for himself. 


HONEST HUMILITY 


With what attitude should we approach God's word? Only 
with honesty and humility! "Humble yourselves, therefore, 
under the mighty hand of God, that in due time he may exalt 
you'’ (1 Pet. 5:6). The fact is God is greater than all. He 
demands respect for his superior position. We cannot go it 
alone, therefore, we've got to be humble enough to be honest 
with God's word (Jer. 10:23). Guidance for our lives is in 
the word, but it must be used properly (II Tim. 2:15). 


INDEPENDENCE 


How should we study God's word? With independence, 
seeking only to know and believe the truth. Alexander 
Campbell said, ''Icallno man master upon the earth: and 
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although my own father has been a diligent student, and a 
teacher of the Christian religion since his youth; and, in my 
opinion, understands this book as well as any person with 
whom I am acquainted, yet there is no man with whom I 
have debated more, and reasoned more on all subjects, than 
he—I have been so long disciplined in the school of free 
inquiry, that, if I know my own mind, there is not a man 
upon the earth whose authority can influence me, any farther 
than he comes with the authority of evidence, reason, and 
truth."" ''T have endeavored to read the Scriptures as though 
no one had read them before me; and I am as much on my 
guard against reading them today through the medium of my 
own views yesterday, or a week ago, as I am against being 
influenced by any foreign name, authority or system what- 
ever.'' What more can be said—we must all stand on our 
own feet when searching the scriptures! 


ORIGINAL CONVICTION 


Where should our study of God's word lead us? To our 
own convictions. Every Christian must be convicted of 
truth — not convicted that someone else understands truth. 
Conviction for every Christian must be original. Thatis, it 
must originate with each one as they learn the truth. It 
Cannot be passed from generation to generation. Each 
generation can help the next obtain conviction, but the 
second cannot stand on the conviction of the first. Too 
many are Christians because daddy and mommy are? We 
need more thorough examination which leads to original 
conviction. 


OPEN CONSIDERATION 


What should we give each brotherhood issue in connection 
with God's word? Open consideration is the answer! At 
least consider all points openly before making a decision. 
Prejudice is one of the big downfalls of the age! We already 
have our minds set and no one is going to change it. Many 
are too easily appeased with their biased answer. The 
scriptural attitude is one of examination, or open consider- 
ation. 


INDIVIDUAL RESPONSIBILITY 


Where does the conclusion of these questions lead in 
connection with God's word? Each person is resnonsible ! 
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We all have a certain amount of responsibility to each other, 
but that doesn't cancel responsibility for self. You stand on 
your feet, I'll stand on mine! The answer is for everyone 
to train his faculties or senses by practice to be able to 
decide between right and wrong. 

—United Apartments #38, Route 50 W., Athens, OH 4570} 
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MONTGOMERY 


EDITOR 


LastAugust my wife and I along with Leroy Garrett enjoyed 
the hospitality of Dallas and Katrina Burdette in Montgomery, 
Alabama, during a 3-day "'whirlwind" session with the free 
brethren of that city. What a spiritually uplifting experience! 
Bro. Garrett did an outstanding job of exhorting the brethren, 
beginning with afternoon sessions in private homes (usually 
lasting all afternoon) and breaking up in time for the evening 
assembly with the saints at the church building. This was 
followed by home fellowships that lasted til the wee hours. 
I must say that I have never seen a more enthusiastic group 
of Christians. Believe it or not, I heard brethren say 
"Praise the Lord" during the public worship service, and 
even the prayers were punctuated with ''Amens'’. How long 
has it been since we've heard that? This church doesn't 
assemble as spectators to watch the professionals perform. 
They participate. This is the kind of worship that brethren 
"get something out of''—because they put something into it. 
Anyone is free to offer a spontaneous prayer, tead a song, 
exhort, or read scripture. 


In a past editorial of the E.F.I mentioned that the only way 
to prevent the public worship service from becoming cold 
and ritualistic would be spontaneous worship. But I had 
doubts that such could ever be possible within the Church of 
Christ because of our timidness. The worship conducted 
by these brethren in Montgomery comes about as close to 
being "spontaneous" as any that we will ever See. 


In addition to the able leadership of Dallas Burdette, there 
are several brethren in the congregation who are capable of 
teaching and/or preaching. When this kind of talent com- 
bines with enthusiasm, there is only one way to go, and 
that's to "grow''. Thank God for such brethren. There is 
still hope. ‘a 
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Denon Jewish ‘Style 


Keith Smothers 


Josephus' remarks betray his first century Pharisaic back- 
ground and a strong Similarity exists between his words and 
those who questioned Jesus in Matthew 19:3. Considerable 
disparity can easily be detected, however, between this 
teaching and what Moses wrote: 


When a man taketh a wife, and marrieth her, then 
it shall be, if she find no favor in his eyes, because 
he hath found some unseemly thing in her, that he 
shall write her a bill of divorcement, and give it in 
her hand, and send her out of his house (Deut. 24:1}. 


DEMO RC Gs according to Moses, was to be upon the grounds of 

"some unseemly thing" (Heb. erwath dibh4r) |, rather than 
"for any cause’'as fondly supposed by Josephus and company. 
Literally, the law said that if "some nakedness of a thing" 
was found in the wife, then a bill of divorcement could be 
issued. What the husband must find in the wife was ''some- 
thing scandalous 2; the connotation being that some kind of 
sexual immorality or deviancy must be present. And, in so 
writing Moses "suffered" rather than commanded that the 
wife be divorced (cf, Matt. 19:8). 


Every instance of sexual immorality under the Law was 


not greeted by stoning. David and Bathsheba were both 
guilty of adultery before God; however, ''Nathan said unto 
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David, Jehovah hath put away thy sin; thou shalt not die'’S. 
The prophet Hosea was commanded to: "Go, take unto thee 
a wife of whoredom" (Hos. 1:2), and she bore him several 
children, the name of at least one suggesting illegitimacy. 
The woman in John 8:1:11 obtained mercy and not stoning 
under the Law from Jesus. Joseph was considered a "right- 
eous man" for desiring to not make Mary a public example 
prior to his knowledge that her child was of the Holy Spirit 
(Matt. 1:19). Before the angel's announcement, Joseph could 
have clamored for Mary's death because she was found with 
child (cf, Deut. 22:23, 24). He was, however, a righteous 
man willing to extend mercy under the Law to Mary just as 
David and others had received mercy from God. 


True, the bill of divorcement was something of a retreat 
from what had earlier been: for during the centuries before 
Sinai, divorce was not permitted. When finally allowed, it 
came aS a consequence of man's hardheartedness (cf, Matt. 
19:8), and in time its initial provision of "sexual immorality" 
was stretched and distorted by Josephus and others to en- 
compass divorce "for any cause," "but from the beginning 
it was not so." 


Josephus, perhaps, should not be overly faulted for having 
misunderstood the Law. Most Christians today misunder- 
stand the Law of Christ on the subject of divorce and re- 
marriage. When counsel and advice is given it usually 
follows along the lines of the Mosaic exception rather than 
New Testament teaching. Many Christians apparently 
assume that Josephus and the other Pharisees were corrent 
in believing that a Jew could lawfully put away his wife for 
any cause. But after having forbidden divorce for thousands 
of years, God was not about to permit so liberal a provision 
to prevail. 





1 we believe that erwath, as it appears in Isa. 20:4, and is translated 
"shame", bears a similar usage and meaning in Deut. 24:1. 


2 Gerhard Kittle, ed., Theological Dictionary of the New Testament 
(Grand Rapids, 1972), I, P. 783. 


3 II Sam. 12:13. Note that Nathan speaks in past tense apparently be- 
cause God knew that David would repent. At a iater date God was witness 
against Ahab and Zedekiah but offered no forgiveness because there was no 
repentence (cf, Jer, 29:23). 


“ Cf, Hos. 1:9. The name Lo-emmi suggests that the child was not Hosea'‘s 


just as the nation was no longer Jehovah's. However, God would not put away 
his unfaithful bride, Israel, just as Hosea was not to put away Gomer. 
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Something To Think About 


Douglas Plaster 
Knoxville, Tenn. 


Who was it who said, "Things change but people stay the 
same"'? I can not remember; possibly you can. Well any- 
way, that statement seems to always ring true. Let me 
illustrate. 

As a child, reared in a rural setting, I had occasion to 
attend the old-fashioned brush-arbor meetings. The meet- 
ings I attended were usually held by the Methodist denomi- 
nation. At one of these meetings the "preacher" delivered 
a fire-breathing lambaste against the ‘Baptist’ and other 
such groups. He then asked, 'Who are our brothers?" 
Quickly, before anyone could answer, he proceeded to 
explain who the faithful were. There was a key word in- 
volved in his answer. That word was Methodist. 

A few years later, this time at a Presbyterian gathering, 
I heard a repeat of the above performance. The answer 
varied a little but still there remained that key word, this 
time Presbyterian. 

Again add a few years and you find me ina Baptist meet- 
ing. True to form, again the same question and answer. 
Only the name was changed. 

Years passed; I married and started a family. God in his 
tender and loving way came into my life and turned it upside 
down (or was it right side up?). I returned to Jesus for the 
healing that my life so desperately needed. God chose a 
group of his saints to minister to me that happened to fel- 
lowship with a Christian church. I was not acquainted with 
this group so I decided to attend their services and see what 
was happening. I was pleasantly pleased with what I saw 
and heard. The people were friendly and I had trouble 
picking out the “preacher.'' Both of these traits are good 
indicators of a Christian group. I began to participate in 
some of their activities, especially the home Bible study 
group that I learned about. Participation in the Bible study 
group soon provedrewarding. I grew to like church” once 
again. 

Among these activities there was one thing lacking. There 
was very little, if any, talk about who were their brothers. 
To top it off, I never heard the "preacher" mentio: this 
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question. He was too busy telling unbelievers about Jesus 
and preparing ''God's people for works of service" (Eph. 
4:12, NIV). 

To make a long and possibly dull story short, one thing 
led to another and my family and I ended up in Bible college. 
Once at college my bubble of elation was pricked in fine 
fashion. One of the first students I met asked me this 
piercing question. ''Does your home congregation use the 
instrument ?"’ Boy was I ignorant. I did not know what he 
meant. Had I missed something back home? What was 
"the instrument"? Wow! Did I have a lot to learn. 

It has been three years since my "close encounter with 
the instrument kind" and I have learned a lot. "Things 
Change but people stay the same."' There is and always will 
be certain people that believe they are right and everyone 
else is wrong. They will continue to ask, 'Who is my bro- 
ther?" They will continue to answer as their own little 
clique requires. 

I too have asked that question. I first asked myself but 
my answer soon proved inadequate, therefore, I asked God. 
He, through his word, has given mé¢ an answer. I do not 
attempt to impose this answer upon others but I will share 
it with you for your consideration. I have no scripture proof 
text to quote but simply an overall concept that I find in 
God's word. This concept is love, Godly love. Love that 
forces a person to be a servant unto all men. I accept 
anyone as my brother who professes Jesus as his Lord and 
Savior. I accept another "just as Christ accepted you, in 
order to bring praise to God" (Rom. 15:7, NIV). Jesus 
accepted you and I just as we were. Were we "perfect in 
all doctrine," and ''true to the one faith?' I was not right 
on all matters; were you? I am still not right on all mat- 
ters; are you? Do you see my point? Brotherhood is not 
determined by being right on all matters but by being in the 
right person, Jesus Christ. 

Now I know that a lot of ''the brotherhood" disagrees with 
me but Iam convinced that I am living in accordance with 
God's will for me concerning this matter of brotherhood. 
But some ask, 'What about baptism and the Lord's supper?" 
I answer by saying that I am not forced to compromise my 
beliefs to fellowship with Christians from other sroups. 
I believe in baptism and the Lord's supper as sacrantents. 
Something does happen in Christian baptism; something does 
happen around the Lord's table when his saints gather there. 
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But more good can be accomplished for the kingdom through 
love and concern than through strife and disagreement. 

Where does this attitude lead a disciple of Jesus? Will 
destruction or instruction come? In three short years it has 
led me to instruction. I have had the opportunity to share 
the truths of God's word with many souls that some cut 
themselves off from. Again and again I have been blessed 
by these brethren. We both have learned and been blessed 
from our encounters. Destruction has come, but only to 
our false and bias opinions of each other and God's word. I 
must admit that my experience is limited in this area due 
to college and family responsibilities, but I look forward to 
meeting and sharing with many more of God's children 
despite the group they fellowship with. "Brothers in error," 
many will shout. Well yes, are we not all brothers in error? 

Who are my brothers? Is it possible that this is the 
wrong question? Would not, ''Who is my father?" be a more 
appropriate question? The father is the one who determines 
the brothers and sisters. God is the father and he knows 
who his children are. God is the only one who has the right 
and knowledge to determine this. Brothers do not determine 
brothers. The father determines his children. 

In the short time that Jesus physically walked with men 
he cared and loved all people as his brothers and sisters. 
Once in scripture Jesus addressed this question of brother- 
hood directly. When told that his mother and brothers were 
waiting to speak to him he said, 'Who are my mother, and 
who are my brothers?" Pointing to his disciples he said, 
"Here are my mother and my brothers. For whoever does 
the will of my Father in heaven is my brother and sister 
and mother" (Matt. 12:48-50, NIV). Are all perfectly doing 
the Father's will? As Jesus‘ disciples are we not learning 
more of the Father's will as we grow in him who is perfect? 
Should we as Jesus' disciples take the light of truth that we 
have and hide it? Would it not please our Lord more if we 
took advantage of every opportunity we get to share the light 
that we have and receive more light from other brothers 
and sisters in the Lord? Consider these questions in the 
light of God's word, then think about it. 

- P.O, Box 13169, Knoxville, TN 37920 
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Please help us out by renewing your subscription on time. 


18 





*? a= Tr 7 


a ee Eee 


[LETTERS] - from page 7 


@ We have back issues from Jan. 77% to the present, except 
for Dec. 77. —ed. 


KENTUCKY 


I have had the opportunity to see your publication, Ensign 
Fair, and I would like to subscribe to it. [I do not agree 
with many of your teachings, but I would like to see what 
you have to say. 


TEXAS 


Your August editorial was superb!...I have given con- 
siderable consideration to the original significance of the 
lawsuits in that passage (1 Cor. 6, rjk). It's a difficult 
passage. Very difficult to apply to our culture which is so 
radically different from that one. But whatever it means, 
you are absolutely right about the fact that it certainly 
doesn't give any brotherhood witch-hunter the right to use 
unethical means in destroying another brother for whom 
Christ died! If you don't get a lot of negative feedback on 
suggesting that Ira Rice, Jr. "IS AN INSTITUTION!" then 
the legalists aren't reading your paper, or agree with you 
on that particular judgment or are too mad to hold their 
pencil still and write to you!! It was a good article, thought 
provoking. 


INDIANA 


Keep the articles coming that show our divisions for what 
they are—Satan's work. As long as he can keep us battling 
ourselves we can't effectively fight him. Oh what a grand 
day the devil must have had when first our restoration 
movement began to erect the massive mud walls we have 
today. However there are signs that the walls are weak. It 
would only take a very small demolition ball of Love to 
batter our party walls into rubble. 

More and more I find that the people of the restoration 
movement in central and southern Indiana want to be united 
in Christ and let our brotherhood stand together in unity in 
the facts of the Gospel. Pray that we can mature right out 
of our partyism, that we can again catch fire for Christ. 
Brother you and your publication will continue to be in my 
prayers. 
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Editorial Unity 


It is a sad commentary on our Restoration Movement (a movement 
launched to unite divided churches) when brethren become so sectarian that 
they have to print a "Directory of Sound Churches" and admonish their 
members to ‘'worship with these churches when traveling."’ Isn't it just a 
bit hypocritical to talk about unity while practicing and condoning division? 
We go to some length to impress the secular and denominational worlds 
that we are a united people, when in fact we are probably the most divided 
church for our size in all Christendom. Our division has indeed made it 
necessary for some of our factions to provide a''whos who"’'among churches 
for those travelers who would feel conscience stricken at finding them- 
selves worshipping in the "wrong church". This kind of "'conscience”' is, of 
cairse, the result of our traditional upbringing. 

I suppose I have worshipped with most a)l of our divided brethren at one 
time or another, even the "‘antis" (I use the term respectfully); in fact, one 
anti church caJJed on me to lead prayer! Some of our "straight" brethren 
won't do that! It is a mark of true Christianity when brethren "'receive 
one another just as Christ received us"; that is, just as we are, at “face 
value", so to speak. 

While on the island of Guam (1961-'63) our family worshipped with a 
congregatzon that was almost equally divided between ‘antis" and "'non- 
antis". The ethnic backgrounds of this church was a beautiful sight to 
behold. There were blacks, whites, Fillipinos, Japanese, Guamanians, 
Spanish, south sea islanders, and even a few Texans! Yet we were all 
ONE. We were all of one "family’' because we had the same Father and 
all ethnic lines vanished in our "oneness" in Christ. It can be no other 
way and still be Christianity. 

At first there were problems. Division threatened when some of our 
Stateside brethren began to "push" the Orphan's Home issue. Rather than 
see the church divided and its mission destroyed in this remote Pacific 
Outpost, we came together to discuss the problem. A show of hands re- 
vealed 15 antis and 16 non-antis. In a rare exhibition of love and concern 
for the church, and much to the eternal credit of those on both sides, we 
agreed to cease and desist with aJl discussions on those “issues” that were 
then dividing churches everywhere, and to accept each other just as we 
were, hangups and all! It worked! Peace and harmony descended upon 
the congregation like it had never known before. Brethren of all back- 
grounds and persuasions began to know the joy of true fellowship. The 
church prospered. Today, through this church, a Bible Chair now exists 
on the campus of the College of Guam, the only college within 1500 miles; 
and through this Bible Chair is afforded the greatest opportunity in all the 
Pacific to spread the gospel to its hundreds of islands whose native sons 
make up the college's student body. All this was made possible because, 
at a crucial point, brethren chose unity instead of division. The same can 
and will happen anywhere when brethren put Jesus ahead of themselves, 
when brethren realize that unity is based upon our being in a Person and 
not upon our myriads of interpretations and opinions. Brethren, it's good 
to pray for unity, but it does no good whatever to pray for it and then sit 
back and wait for the other fellow to lead off! Pray for it first and then 
show your sincerity by practicing it. Unity must be practiced! Try it, 
and you will love it, and the Lord will love you. —Merry Christmas. 
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Brow-beaten for Christ 


(or “SOCK IT TO ME sesus") 


Corl C. Lioyd 
Albany, Oregon 








Too often within grace oriented Bodies, the pulpit becomes 
merely a tool to enhance the teachings of legalism and BAD- 
NEWS. I hear from many Christians today the preplexing 
statement, "I sure hope the preacher really lays it on the 
line today; sometimes I really need a tongue lashing to get 
going again''. Have you ever made sucha statement? We 
probably all have but we need to take a closer look at this 
expression. 


In Mark's GOODNEWS account, chapter 6, verse 20, we 
read of Herod's relationship to John the baptiser. The NAS 
version reads, "... Herod was afraid of John, lmnowing that 
he was a righteous and holy man, and kept him safe. And 
when he heard him, he was very preplexed; but he used to 
enjoy listening to him." 


The Scriptures clearly bear out the fact that John was 
chastising Herod for living with his brother's wife (6:17-19) 
for which Herodias was in rage with John. Herod, even 
though he was deeply disturbed by John "having laid it on 
the line’, enjoyed the tongue lashing. 


I believe this case {and many others like it!!) bears out a 
special quirk of human psychology which every Christian 
needs to be aware and beware of. We often thirst for a true 
tongue lashing because we know we have failed in our love 
responses and responsibilities unto God. The guilt of our 
negligence wears heavy upon our shoulders and, even when 
that guilt could be borne by Jesus through faith, trust, and 
prayer, satan uses our "Self-ego" to lead us still further 
away from God. Instead of repenting as a true Christian, 
we wait to be brow-beaten by the preacher so that through 
the suffering of such personal chastisement we can feel 
guili-relief. Such action by a Christian STINKS!! Instead 
of depending upon Jesus’ blood, we are merely relying upon 


3 





our own sufferings for our sins. We make the Blood of the 
Lamb void. We call GOD a liar for His Sacrifice. 


What relationship does this have to our preachers?? Christ- 
ians do not need tongue lashings from the pulpit! We should 
all be ready to fall to our knees before God on our own. I 
have found from past experiences of my own and those 
Shared with me by others that the best way to deal with 
lazy, apathetic, or negligent Christians is to share Jesus’ 
LOVE and GoodNews with them. The bench-warmers will 
eventually dry up because they can't get their guilt beaten 
out of them. Once the "'self'' is dried up, these can either 
turn to Jesus or leave the Body entirely. Perhaps either 
decision is best for the Body as a whole and either decision 
is left up to that individual. Jesus is always cleansing and 
waiting for us but we must go to Him freely (not free from 
sin by our own efforts, but freely to Him while we are guilt 
and sin-stained!). Are we merely sadists or masochists for 
Christ? Jesus never brow-beats anyone. We must quit 
trying-to take the forty~minus-one lashes for ourselves! 
JESUS IS SUFFICIENT: He is all we need, praise God! 
Tongue lashings or self -derived punishments rarely do 
more than get us home to dinner excited and cheerful-eyed 
for the afternoon nap we enjoy so much more than a 'cleared' 
conscience. Let's look to the Cross and get our act together! 


Characteristically, therefore, our pulpits and sermons 
gravely overlook the need for which the church was con- 
ceptualized. In all reality, the terse essence of God's will 
for each of us is summed up in Jesus’ proclamation (and 
example) that GOD MUST BE FIRST. ff this clause is ex- 
perienced (not merely mentally assented) then the Purpose 
of the Body becomes contingent and paralleled to Jesus’ own 
purpose, that is to ''seek and save the lost’. The traditional 
pulpit vantage point herein is to talk and teach upon the 
''responsibilities'' of Christians via the channels of such 
verbalizations as "if you don't", threats, harangements, 
ad nauseum... Most assuredly, these avenues do little 
more than pile high the burdens~—for which Jesus condemned 
the Jewish leaders (Mt. 23). The biblical answer seems to 
be to increase, edify, share, and build each other up in the 
JOY of being saved by Jesus through Faith. Once that truly 
takes place then the Holy Spirit can lead and the need is met 
by God. A vibrant body of GoodNews Christians exists! 
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Let's get our invitations back to Jesus; let's redirect our 
proof-texts to defending the Lord instead of our party creeds; 
let's give up our BadNews attitudes and, in all humility, 
turn to Him Who is GoodNews! Let's turn our pulpit beatings 
into potential blessings by edifying and uplifting. Let's let 
loose of our guilt and freely turn our lives over to HIM! 


—205 E, 6th, Apt. 6, Albany, Oregon 97321 








“Oh, God” 
Joe Black 


Birmingham, Alabama 


While my mother from Atlanta was visiting us recently we 
took her to the movies. This always poses a problem. It is 
difficult these days to find movies to which children can 
take their parents. So we took her to see, "Oh, God". We 
found it delightful. God appeared in a form the world could 
understand~George Burris dressed in ball cap, old clothes, 
and sneakers. He manifested himself to an unbelieving 
grocery store manager played by John Denver. He wanted 
Denver to tell the world that God is still around, he cares, 
and the world still works. This is true. Many of the great 
problems would shrink if the whole world believed this. 


We knew better than to believe his remark that he only 
created the raw materials and that man had to make it all 
work; God is removed from the details. The Bible has 
better news for us than this. He admits to mistakes. He 
made the pits too big in avocados and some of the animals 
did not turn out right. Cows were an afterthought to give 
new mothers arest. When Denver asked whether he really 
made the world in six days, he replied, ''No, I thought about 
it for five days and made it in one. I work better under 
pressure." 


Several Christian groups have condemned the movie. I 
have seen an article or two from our own brethren banning 
it for all true Christians. The last one admitted he had not 
seen the movie but had several criticisms anyway. One 
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preacher would not even say the title because it was blas- 
phemous. I have never figured out what it is that makes 
preachers sO much wiser than everyone else. There are 
things that can hurt us, and certainly parents need to pro- 
tect their children from corrupting influences, but why 
should not non-preacher adult Christians decide for them- 
selves. I can sympathize with those who call the title 
blasphemous, but we must keep two things in mind. Il: 
Movie makers are not in the business of theology. They 
entertain for a profit. It is a compliment to our age that 
Hollywood can make a successful movie about God. 2: The 
worst sort of blasphemy is to elevate God to an abstraction 
far removed from humanity. The Jews did this to a point 
that they would not pronounce the name of God revealed in 
the Bible. Come to think of it the religious leaders cruci- 
fied his Son because he came in a fashion the leaders did 
not expect. 


The movie was fun. Some excellent points were made. 
The world offers no truth in perfect packages. We are 
always required to discern. While each one must learn he 
is better off to leave some things alone, he must not cut 
himself off from that which is good. I am not promoting the 
movie. It is your business whether or not you see it. Here 
is the point: enjoy the blessings of this world in the same 
way you eat chicken. Do not eat it ail; throw the bones away. 


—5199 Caldwell Mill Road, Birmingham, Alabama 35244 





“OLD TESTAMENT CONCEALED -NEW TESTAMENT REVEALED" 


As a matter of possible interest to those in our area, I 
am currently teaching a series of lessons from the Old 
Testament at the Grassy Church of Christ on Sunday morn- 
ings. Why notvisit with us? Services start at 10 o'clock. 
Grassy is located just outside the city limits of Arab, Ala, 
on highway 69, toward Guntersville.  —Editor 
BIBLES IN REVIEW. After reading Bibles in Review, Dan 
Ottinger chews me out for not mentioning the New Analytical 
Bible, of which he isa seller. He points out, and correctly 
so, that the NAB corrects (in brackets) all the errors that 
are found in the KJV. Yes, we agree that it is a good study 
Bible, even though it is not a translation but an ‘'edition.” 
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THE SHOW MUST GO ON 


(Restructuring The Church) 





Michael Hal! : 


Let's get down to basics: what is Christianity? Is it a 
place, an organization, a feeling? What idiosyncracies 
characterize it? What words can communicate its essence, 
its pristine qualities ? 


From a historical perspective, Christianity is the move- 
ment Jesus initiated and which has manifested itself in the 
lives and teachings of the people who have striven to follow 
Him in the continuum of time. But biblically what is it? 
Is it not the individual, personal and collective RELATION - 
SHIP that a man or woman has with the Master? Of course 
it is. His mission was oriented to PEOPLE. He died to 
liberate people from sin's slavery, and by His recreative 
touch of healing, make them whole persons. Jesus didn't 
die for ideals; he died for people. Christianity is the 
participation of people with God. This explains why we 
assemble. Assembly is a rallying time for believers that 
they might be ‘built up"’ and renewed in their commitment 
to a Person. 


But suppose that we were to set about to"'restructure" the 
church. The word restructure has taken on sinister tones 
within our brotherhood; there's something ugly and vicious 
about that word. But given this supposition that we would 
recast the community of God's people into the mold of a 
theatre", how would that change things? What effect would 
it have upon our vitality, worship, outreach and ministry ? 


THE SPECTATOR EVENT 
The assembly is designed to be a spiritual 'pep-session". 
Expressing that ina less vernacular way, we might use the 


word "edification", it is to build people up (1 Cor. 14:26). 
It's a time when God's family gather to share needs, to 
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inspire tenacity, to express love, to celebrate the Christ- 
Event and to marshal itself for action (Heb. 10:23-25), 
Assembling isn't the whole experience of Christianity; it's 
not even inherently a "'public'’ aspect of it. It is just one 
viable aspect of the Christian experience. 


But IF we were to cast it into the mold of a theatre, the 
assembly would be the main and almost sole expression of 
Christianity. Consequently the sharing, group - experience 
of assembly would turn into a production with an audience 
that would have to be conducted (notice all of the theatre 
words!). Once so formalized we would need a program. 
And ushers. Spontaneity might be allowed somewhat, but 
it wouldn't be the norm. Formality would be the norm and 
carefully guarded rituals {the manner the communion is 
served, the format of the "service", the physical posture 
of prayer, etc.} would be paramount. 


Question: Who is the spectator that views our worship 
and gathering? Is it not God? But with the theatre syndrome 
WE might become the audience. Or worse, if we decide 
to "kill two birds with one assembly" and try to do our 
evangelizing in our assembly, then by ushering in non- 
Christian outsiders they become the audience. And our 
assembly becomes a production which is put on to entice 
them into being one of us! 


Is that what we want? Is that the way it was designed? 
Are not our assemblies already too passive, too theatrical? 
Is not the difference between mereiy being a spectator and 
being a participant the difference between a _ living, 
effervescent movement and a bored society of watchers? 
Contemporary assemblies often aren't even flexible enough 
to reintroduce such biblical precedents as the Agape feast, 
the holy lass, or the Amen without the old guard raising cane. 


PREACHING OR PULPITEERING? 


Biblically, to 'preach" is to herald the news. The apostles 
looked upon themselves as newscasters of Good-News and 
didn't go into all the "pulpits" but into all the world. The 
market places were their stages. Do you mow where the 
word "pulpit'’ comes from? It's Latin for "stage". Now 
how about that? It's a theatre word, pure and simple! Now, 
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how about that? It’s a theatre word, pure and simple! Now, 
of course, if we're going to have a stage for our ‘'audience", 
then we certainly have need of an "actor" to perform on the 
stage (pulpit). Why not "hire" a full-time "pulpit-man" 
(which literally means "stage man'), then we could rehearse 
and put on a real fine "program." 


Immersing Christianity into the theatre motif would 
probably not only change the structure of our assemblies 
(i.e., we might end up building auditoriums which reseinble 
theatres and start conducting ourselves as if we were trying 
to put on a show), but it would eventually change our way of 
thinking about the Christian faith. We might confuse our 
buildings with God's Temple and think of them as holy 
ground. We might forget to emphasize that God's Spirit 
lives in our bodies and transforms us into His Temple (1 
Cor. 6:19,20). There could potentially (and conceiveably) 
be arguments about what people could do or could not do in 
the buildings that were deemed the holy habitation of the 
Almighty! (God forbid! ). 


Consequently, we might come to consider the preacher 
more of a performer, or PR man or orator whose sweet 
voice and charming personality the drawing power of the 
church! (e.g., Ezekiel 31:33, 34). 


CLOCK REGULATED DEVOTION 


We're told that in the early age of Christianity, disciples 
often met secretly in caves and catacombs. Such meetings 
were intimate as they would express their love to each other 
in the "holy kiss." They really CARED about each other. It 
was dangerous being a Christian, so they depended on each 
other. That kind of devotion was the impetus of their move- 
ment. There was no sitting in pews with their backs to 
each other. They were partners risking their lives together 
to acclaim His Lordship. They weren't interested in what 
time their assembly ended. They didn't throw a fit if the 
usher ushered them too close to the front or if their cave 
wasn't warm enough. They were devoted to Jesus. 


What about us? What do we consider ‘'devotion" to mean? 
The devoted person today goes to church three timesa week. 
And then we worry and fret if the "service" goes over the 
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scheduled hour. We watch our watches with the intensity and 
interest that they watched their Lord. 


ADMISSION FEE 


The dumb pulpit joke that's invariably told whenever 
there's a sermon to ameliorate the contribution about the 
parents who griped about the singing, the preaching and 
everything else at Sunday dinner, only to be reprimanded by 
their little boy with the quip: ‘Well, I thought it was a pretty 
good show for fifty-cents"', perhaps contains more truth than 
we recognize. Is church-going like going to a movie? Is 
the performance which is put on and into which we are 
"ushered'' as spectators, is it justa SHOW? Does the con- 
tribution constitute an entrance fee? 


Alms-giving, the giving of our money to the poor, which 
was nearly the sole reason for giving in the early churchis 
almost a forgotten aspect of most church budgets today. We 
don't give to the poor. We give to maintain our "budgets" as 
if it were all a big production effort, with the preacher being 
the main attraction. Our money is hogishly spent on our 
theatres! To further manipulate our people, we pound the 
pulpits that negligence in giving equals treason to Jesus. 
For a member to give to the poor during the week, or sup- 
port orphans across the ocean or financially minister in 
some way that does not go through the church treasury is 
cause for great suspicion and sometimes disfellowship. ''My 
brethren, these these things ought not so to be." 


THE COMFORTABLE PEW 


When it all began, the Good-News of what Jesus offered 
was so great that the people accepted the challenge of 
cross-bearing (Matt. 16:24). They were ready to pay the 
price of their lives and allegiance. The apostles didn't have 
to sugar-coat their message or pussyfoot around with the 
promise of rose~gardens. They attracted multitudes because 
they had GOGOD-NEWS and the people rose up to meet their 
challenges. It gave meaning and direction to their lives. It 
was something to live for; something to die for. 


Ironically, in this day of the big promotions with our ex- 
pensive buildings, fancy offices, soft carpets, comfortable 
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pews, we are still losing our youth and struggling just to 
maintain our numbers! Why? Our people won't even rise 
up to meet the challenge of assembling for a Good-News 
(gospel) meeting! That has become a heavy burden. Our 
ranks are full of unconverted, indifferent and disgruntled 
souls. Yet we are still afraid of really challenging them 
lest we lose some. Certainly we have great sale pitches and 
better enlistment gimmicks than ever before. Perhaps we're 
forgotten about the Good-News and are unaware that our 
phy sical allurements are detrimental to the cause. 


CONC LUSION 


Has the church already been RESTRUCTURED? [s it 
already cast into the theatre mold? Perhaps we need to 
restructure the restructured church! I don't know. Discern- 
ment, however, reveals that we are dreadfully close to 
“putting on a show. '' The evidence is mounting that we have 
an overabundance of theatre paraphernalia, our carpeted 
stage, the professional actor who ''delivers" the "sermon". 
We've got our "main attraction" feature (Sunday morning), 
with Sunday evening and Wednesday Bible study being a kind 
of ‘second feature" thing.. That about the ‘preacher voice", 
that holy tone which some preachers suddenly adorn when 
they step onto the stage? Could it be that our theatrics are 
robbing us of Christianity? Concomitant to the theatre 
syndrome is the circus atmosphere complete with a ring- 
master and host of supporting performers that characterize 
some of the biggies! It is already a monolithic structure. 


Now I'm not against church buildings; nor preachers (I'm 
one myself). What then am I trying to get aromd to! Just 
this: We need to recover the pristine quality of the early 
Christians which emphasized the individual and communial 
partnership with Jesus. Church buildings and pulpits aren't 
wrong, they are just being abused. Let's stop competing with 
Hollywood. We have a different mission than they, don't we? 
Let ministering the Good-News be our concern, and expres - 
Sing our love for one another. That's where discipleship 
finds its vitality! 

P.O. Box 4, Caruthersville, Missouri 63830 
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PRESENT TRUTH magazine has been renamed 'VERDICT’”’. 
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Fulfilling The Law 


(Reply & Rebuttal) 





R. L. Kilpatrick 


Bro. Mike Willis, editor of Truth Magazine (non - coop- 
erative), thinks he has "stung’’ us (namely myself and 
Arnold Hardin, editor of Persuader) in his editorials onthe 
subject of imputed righteousness. This he thinks is evi- 
denced by our several replies to his editorials. However, 
I think ‘appalled’ is a better word, for I am very much 
dismayed when I see brethren lose themselves in the maze 
of their own theology. If our several! replies to bro. Willis‘ 
editorials indicates that we have been ''stung", then what can 
we say about his using two issues of Truth Magazine (nine 
large pages, and probably more to come) replying to my 
E.¥. articles? Bro. Willis confuses himself on justification 
by faith ana the imputation of Christ's righteousness, and it 
is difficult to assist him because he sweeps all arguments 
under the rug with a "That's Calvinism" without giving them 
their due consideration. Still, we try. 


On Fellowship 


It puzzles bro. Willis how one like me can fellowship one 
like him~—which is rather conclusive evidence that he has 
yet to realize the meaning of "grace". In his comment he 
inadvertently admitted that he belongs to the class of the 
intolerant: "I stated before that it is extremely difficult for 
the tolerant to be tolerant of the intolerant‘'-indicating that 
he is the “intolerant.'' Why he is so was explained in the 
last issue of E, F. when we remarked that some brethren 
Operate under the philosophy that ''The Bible is true. I be- 
lieve the Bible, therefore what I believe is Bible truth and 
for one to disagree with me is to disagree with the Bible, is 
a heretic and can't be fellowshipped."' With such a philosophy 
it is understandable why he should be puzzled by my willing- 
ness to fellowship all brethren. Brethren, tolerance is an 
attribute of God and it must be an attribute of his children. 
It dishonors the will of God when one cannot "broaden his 
umbrella of fellowship" (a phrase coined by bro. Willis) to 
include all brethren. Following are some points we wish 
bro. Willis to consider. All quotations are from the Sept. 
14, 1978 issue of Truth Magazine. 
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gressions shows that man can be “ved with less 
than perfect obedience to law."" — p. 4 


We agree with bro. Willis that perfect obedience on the 
part of man is not a requirement for salvation because itis 
impossible! But to imply that the law of God may be satis- 
fied with anything less than perfect obedience dishonors 
both the law and the crucifixion of Christ. Jesus died to 
satisfy this very demand of law. Robert Brinsmead has 
stated it well, in saying, 


When God sent his Son into this world, it was not 
to get around the law. Much less was it to modify or 
relax the law's demand for perfect righteousness. 
He sent his Son to provide for us what the law de- 
manded in precept and penalty. The first thing that 
Paul teaches in the doctrine of justification is that 
the divine law is not set aside by his doctrine of 
faith. Law is established and vindicated (Rom. 3:3]). 
The fact that God could not spare His own Son but 
shed His blood to meet the just requirement of the 
law proves that God will not, cannot change His law 
one hair's breadth even to save a universe of sin- 
ners. Grace does not save anybody in a way that 
would jeopardize the moral order of the universe. 
The cross with its bleeding Victim makes it dra- 
matically clear that the moral law cannot be defied 
with impunity. We live in a universe where all 
debts must be paid. Calvary was not only God's 
act of mercy, but an act of highest respect for His 
own law. ~ Present Truth, Dec. 1975. 
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Nothing is more evident in scripture than that God requires 
perfect obedience as the only means of satisfying the demand 
of law. This is clear from the very beginning. 


HOLINESS 


The "covenant of life’’ which God made with Adam and Eve 
in the Garden of Eden was based on the provision of perfect 
obedience (Gen. 2:17). They were evicted from the garden 
because of imperfection (Gen. 3:22-24). God's attribute of 
holiness cannot allow anything unclean to enter his presence 
(Hab. 1:13). Because of sin, Adam and Eve needed a media- 
tor in order to "partake of the tree of life'' and it was pro- 
vided in the altar of sacrifice where Cain and Abel "brought 
to the Lord an offering. ..'' (Gen. 4:4). The Lord's presence 
was at the altar, and later '... Cain went away from the 
presence of the Lord" (vs. 16). From then until now man 
must have a mediator in order to approach God. The fact 
that Jesus Christ is now our mediator is proof that no man 
has righteousness in-and-of himself, even after forgiveness, 
for he is still the sinner even though justified. If he were 
not still the sinner, THERE WOULD BE NO NEED FOR A 
MEDIATOR!! A perfect offering is required and if man be 
perfect of himself then he could serve as his own mediator! 


Jesus Christ is our mediator through whom we approach 
our ''tree of life''. Even though justified we are still the 
"unprofitable servant"’ and our approach to the throne of 
grace is through one who is ''without spot or blemish." It 
will remain thus until the "'corruptible puts on the incorrupt- 
ible."" Meanwhile we are justified on the merit of another. 
Our ''standing" before God is Christ's standing before God. 
His perfection is our perfection because He is our stand-in, 
our substitute. Since ''we have no righteousness of our own 
based on law"' (Phil. 3:9) (or obedience to commandments), 
then our righteous relationship before God is based on the 
"doing and dying" of Christ on the cross to satisfy the de- 
mand of law. By faith we enter into His righteousness which 
is then imputed, declared, accounted, reckoned to be ours, 
just as it was with Abraham. "But the words, ‘It was reck- 
oned to him', were written not for his sake alone, but for 
ours also. It will be reckoned to us who believe in him that 
raised from the dead Jesus our Lord..." (Rom. 4:23, cf 4:3). 
Could scripture be plainer than this? What does it mean to 
"reckon''? The same as when Paul asked Philemon to 
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reckon Onesiinus' debt to him (Philem. 18). He desired to 
"assume" the debt owed by Onesimus, just as Jesus assumed 
the debt we owed to law. 


Bro. Willis is curious as to how Romans 3:21 fits in the 
scheme of imputed righteousness. He says, 


My friend, if you can read the doctrine of the im- 
putation of the perfect obedience of Christ to the 
believer's account in this passage you can read how 
that Satan died for your sins as well. —p. 4 


Well, we'll let bro. Willis tell us how Satan died for our 
sins; meanwhile, let's look at 3:31. Here, Paul said, ''Do 
we then overthrow the law by this faith? By no means! On 
the contrary, we uphold the law.'' Paul is saying that even 
though faith has come, this fact does not lessen the demand 
of law. What the law demanded, but couldn't bring about 
because of fleshly weakness, is now made possible in the 
faith. The law demanded perfection. It was impossible 
under law. The law STILL demands perfection. It is STILL 
impossible! Here is a dilemma that only heaven could solve. 
It somehow fit within the framework of God's justice to 
allow Christ to becom? our substitute and pay our debt to 
law. "For our sake he made him to be sin who knew no sin, 
so that in him we might become the righteousness of God" 
(Ti Cor.5:21}. Our righteousness and fulfillment of the law's 
demand is found IN HIM; therefore, the law is upheld in 
faith because through faith we can enter into his righteous- 
ness and thus the law is fulfilled in us (Rom. 8:4). That 
which was impossible under law is now made possible in 
faith, and the law's purpose is realized. Now, let bro. 
Willis tell us how Satan died for our Sins. 


"YO-YO" RIGHTEOUSNESS 


Bro. Willis was somewhat displeased by our reference to 
his "jack-in-the-box" righteousness, which another brother 
called "yo-yo" righteousness. This is exactly what bro. 
Willis advocates and there's no other name for it! WhenI 
spoke of future sins and falling from grace, he says, 


Frankly, my brethren, I do not have any future 
sins; the only kind of sins that any man has is past 
sins. -~p. 4 
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In other words, bro. Willis stands ''’personally" righteous 
and has no need for abiding grace. He only needs it when 
he commits sin, meanwhile he stands before God on his own 
merit. Can anyone come to any other conclusion? And, too, 
bro. Willis believes that when he commits sin, just one, he 
falls from grace and remains fallen until he repents and 
formally petitions God for forgiveness. He says, 


He mocked the idea that one falls out of grace 
through the commission of one sin. Bro, Kilpatrick, 
does one sin separate from God? - p. 5 


If this is not jack-in-the-box righteousness, then pray tell 
what is it! 


The answer to his question is an emphatic 'NO'! One who 
is in Christ does not fall out of Christ upon the commission 
of sin because we were ali sinners when we were incorp- 
orated into Christ. Christians are justified sinners! One 
does not fall from grace who looks to and depends upon the 
grace of God for salvation. But one does indeed fall from 
grace who leaves the sanctuary of Christ's righteousness 
and bases his appeal for salvation on his own personal 
righteousness. He, like the Galatians, has turned to another 
gospel (Gal. 1:6-10), and he is to be anathema. 


Of himself the Christian is perpetually fallen from grace 
and it is only by the imputed righteousness of Christ that he 
stands in God's favor. Of ourselves Jesus said, 'So you 
also, when you have done -all that is commanded you, Say, 
"We are unworthy servants; we have only done what is our 
duty’ '' (Luke 17:10). Of ourselves, '‘None is righteous, no, 
not one’' (Rom. 3:10). Of ourselves, ''...those who are in 
the flesh cannot please God" (Rom. 8:8). Brethren, of our- 
selves we are nothing and it is only by God's grace that He 
allows us to identify with Christ. In Christ, sins committed 
are sins forgiven when they are committed; yet he who is 
concerned about his salvation will repent and ask for for- 
giveness because he is of such mind, the mind of Christ 
(1 Cor. 2:16). We are not under a legal code which charges 
sin to one's personal account that would result in "falling 
from grace” (Rom. 6:14; Gal. 5:18). For in Christ "THERE 
IS NOSIN. No one who abides in him sins. . ."' (i John 3:5, 6), 
for ‘Where there is no law there is no sin" (Rom. 4:15), 
because "'sin is not counted where there is no law" (Rom. 5: 
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13), and we are ''not under law but under grace (Rom. 6:14). 


Falling from grace is condemnation, but "there is there- 
fore now no condemnation for those who are in Christ 
Jesus" (Rom. 8:1). Why? Because "the law of the Spirit of 
life in Christ Jesus has made me free from the law of sin 
and death" (Rom. 8:2). Those who believe in Jesus have 
eternal life and "does not come into judgment, but has 
passed from death unto life’ (John 5:24), for ‘by a single 
offering he has PERFECTED for all time those who are 
sanctified" (Heb. 10:14). Even though we of ourselves are 
"unworthy servants", still God has "perfected" us through 
the imputed righteousness of our sin-offering, Jesus Christ. 
No, we cannot say that we do not commit sin, but when we 
do ''we have an advocate with the Father, Jesus Christ, the 
righteous" (1 John 2:1), who stands perpetually before the 
throne of God on our behalf. No, sin does not remove us 
from God's grace because "sin will have no dominion over 
you..." (Rom. 6:14). 


Security Of The Believer. 


The comeback to what we said above will be that this 
teaches the Calvinistic doctrine of 'once ~- saved - always- 
saved". It doesn't. 


The promise of eternal life is guaranteed only to those 
who have faith and who abide in faith. Man's "entrance" 
into the grace of God is through faith (Rom. 5:2). Man is 
"justified" by faith (Rom. 3:28; 5:1). Man is "saved" by 
grace through faith (Eph. 2:6). “rom here it is a simple 
matter of determining whether or not a Christian can lose 
his faith. The scriptures teach that he can (Heb. 6:4-6). 
Reason also tells us that if eternal life is something that 
man can "lay hold" of (1 Tim. 6:12), then it is surely some- 
thing that he can "turn loose". Eterna! life is a "thing"’ that 
can be grasped NOW, and it can be turned loose NOW, 


However, it must be remembered that as long as the 
Christian has a grasp on eternal life by the lifeline of faith, 
Sins committed while holding on do not constitute " letting 
go''. Manwas a Sinner when he took hold! Jesus does not 
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wrench eternal life from the grasp of one trying to hold on!! 
—even one who commits sin. This would make useless His 
atoning blood. Man falls from grace when he ELECTS to 
fall from grace. Man falls from grace wnen he voluntarily 
lets go the lifeline. Until then there is no power in heaven 
or on earth strong enough to pry the Christian loose from 
eternal life (Rom. 8:38,39). Sin does not have the power 
because it is only "under law" that sin is given such power 
and dominion (1 Cor. 15:56). You who argue for a law system 
do you not hear the law? All who are under law are under 
the curse of law (Gal. 3:10). No Christian can survive under 
a legalistic system of law. 


Anothes way to fall from grace is to deny the faith. One 
may deny the faith even while professing Christianity (1 Tim. 
5:8). A Christian has denied the faith when he looks to his 
own righteousness instead of the imputed righteousness of 
God. He has turned to "another gospel" just as surely as 
did the Galatians who turned back to law for justification 
(Gal. 1:6-10; 3:1-5; 5:4). It is a denial of God's saving grace. 
And just as surely as Esau forfeited his birthright, the 
Christian who denies Christ's imputed righteousness forfeits 
his inheritance. 


Those who rely upon an imagined inner righteousness as 
a result of "being forgiven", whether they realize it or not 
they are relying upon its "merit" for justification. Forgive- 
ness takes place in the mind of God and not in the heart of 
the sinner! The quality of the heart is not changed by the 
fact that God accepts the penalty and suffering of His Son's 
death in lieu of the sinner's debt to law. Since "none are 
righteous", this has to mean there are two kinds of sinners; 
sinners justified and sinners condemned, but sinners, all. 
The difference is that "righteousness" is imputed to those 
who believe. Those who are "in" Christ are not sinners 
"condemned" for they have passed from death unto life and 
are a new creation (II Cor. 5:17). The "old things" of wrath, 
sin, law, and death (Rom. 5 - 8) belong to the old age. The 
new age is the "age of life’ because IN HIM is life and the 
resurrection. He wno argues against Christ's perfect life 
being imputed to the sinner's account in satisfaction of 
Divine Justice argues for his own destruction. If there be 
any hope, if there be any concern, if there be any love and 
appreciation for the cross, think on these things. 
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POSITIVE RIGHTEOUSNESS 


We should keep in mind that justification involves much 
more than the forgiveness of past sins. Strong says, as 
quoted by Thiessen: 


Law requires not merely freedom from offense 
negatively, but all manner of obedience and like- 
ness of God positively.'' —Lectures in Systematic 
Theology (Eerdmans), p. 363, 364. 


To this, Theissen comments: 


In other words, the sinner must not only be pardon- 
ed from his past sins, but also supplied with a 
positive righteousness before we can have fellow- 
ship with God. This need is supplied in the imputa- 
tion of the righteousness of Christ to the believer... 
Christ "was made unto us wisdom and righteous- 
ness (1 Cor. 1:30). This righteousness of God is 
revealed in the Gospel, and it is from faith to faith 
(Rom. 1:17). We should observe that this is not 
God's attribute of righteousness, for our faith has 
nothing to do with that; but the righteousness which 
God has provided for the one who believes in Christ. 
Thus God restores us to favor by imputing to us 
Christ’s righteousness."' — ibid. 


SUMMARY 


It is true that perfect obedience on the part of man is not 
a requirement for salvation, because it is impossible. fut 
if we stopped at this point it could be said that ‘'faith'’ has 
made "void the law'' (KJV). We cannot stop here, for it is 
here that we turn to Christ. Only where perfection reigns 
is the objective of the law realized. ‘'For Christ is the end 
of the law, that every one who has faith may be justified'’ 
(Rom. 10:4). This means that Christ was the end “'objective'' 
of the law "in order to' righteousness. It is therefore 
essential that the law's fulfillment be imputed to us because 
we cannot fulfil! it by our own merit. Our cloak of right- 
eousness must be continuous because the demand of law is 
continuous. Only in the fact that the Christian has died with 
Christ is he set beyond the realm of law. a 
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Editorial 


The Church In Vision 


It's that time once again when we pause and look back 
over the past year to see what we have accomplished. We 
have reached that stage of progress that we expected to 
make at the beginning of the year, and more, but we're not 
Satisfied; and neither should we be. We should never be 
satisfied with our progress as long as work remains to be 
done. Ovur work is the realization of a dream, a dream 
Shared by many others in the church today ~but one not 
likely to be reached in our lifetime. Nevertheless we dream 
of a brotherhood united in the Lord, whose love binds us to 
Himself which binds us to one another. We dream of a 
"community"’ of saints in which each member "esteems the 
others more highly than himself.’ Others share with us the 
same dream of freedom in Christ; freedom from exclusive- 
ness which leads to sectarianism; freedom from intolerance 
which makes brothers enemies; and freedom from oral 
creeds that stifles spiritual understanding and development. 
We dream of a freedom that allows each brother to develop 
in all the God-given powers and attributes without suffering 
the stigma of labels. We long for the freedom to love and 
fellowship all those who claim Christ as Savior without the 
charge of 'fellowshipping error.’' We envision a church 
that sees Satan as the real enemy on the outside rather than 
our brothers on the inside. We even conjure up an image 
of elders "ruling"’ the church by Godly example, and even 
preachers who accentuate the "positive.'’ We work toward 
that day when brethren cease to strive with brethren over 
petty issues; when brethren abandon "proof - texting" and 
when brethren may even plan lectureships to ''consider how 
to stir up one another to love and good works'’-rather than 
getting riled up over trivial matters. Lord deliver us from 
pettiness! True, it is only a dream, far away, but a worthy 
one nevertheless; for it is the one prayed for by Jesus in 
John 17, the unity of all believers. What are your dreams? 
What goal have you set for yourself? Why not pause during 
this season of pause and speak to God about it; and then 
outline a spiritual goal] for 1979. The development of dreams 
begins with the first step. Setting the goal is the first one. 


~Happy New Year! 
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----- Message From Atlanta 
[EDITOR] 


In November it was my privilege to meet and hear Carl 
Ketcherside in his 3-day effort with the Brooksvalley Church 
of Christ in Atlanta, Georgia. Jim Bevis is the minister of 
this fine congregation; but he would be the first to correct 
me that ALL members of the Brooksvalley church are 
"ministers". After observing them for three days I will 
have to agree. This was my first time to meet bro, Ketch- 
erside, and he was all that I expected and more. What 
contemporary man can bring together under one roof Meth- 
Odists, Presbyterians, Baptists, Catholics, Disciples of 
Christ, Christian Churches, and Churches of Christ, and 
from many states? And what message could such a man 
bring that cuts across all denominational lines and touches 
the hearts of all those present, leaving them in tears and 
embracing one another? Such a man is Carl Ketcherside 
and such a message is the gospel of faith, hope, and love, 
with the greatest of these being stressed among those who 
love God and profess Christ as Savior. And possibly just 
as great is the message sent out by the gathering itself; 
that is, the message that there is a deep spiritual craving 
for fellowship and for love and understanding among those 
who are tired of division. Such a man and such a message 
is desperately needed for our time, and herein lies the 
secret to the unity of all believers. How utterly tragic that 
for the most part our brotherhood will never hear what this 
man has to say, because of our sectarian attitudes. Why is 
it that our Church of Christ "clergymen" are so afraid for 
our "laymen" to hear things that might cause them to think? 
Or is it because it might cause them to think! ? 


Bro. Ketcherside is a most unique man in our generation, 
seeming not to belong to this present age—first century 
perhaps, when preachers preached the gospel of hope; or to 
some future generation when the sectarian attitude dis- 
appears from the land, but not now. It seems that bro. 
Ketcherside can relate to all people, except his own (even 
though he says he belongs to no one except Christ). There 
wes Another who "came unto his own and his own received 
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him not." It may appear that I am laying it ona bit thick 
(and he is not paying me a dime to say it), but in my opinion 
Carl Ketcherside is the '’Paul" of our generation. Like Paul 
he talks about freedom in Christ, justification by faith, 
salvation by the grace of God, and the brotherhood of all 
believers. He is the type of Christian that Christ surely had 
in mind when he said, "Ye are the light of the world." Any 
man is a "light" among men who is regularly invited to come 
and reason about Christ and righteousness to a group of 
Jewish businessmen (as in St. Louis); who is invited to come 
to college campus’ to discuss religion with students; who is 
sought out by denominational preachers for council and 
religiovs discussion (one Methodist preacher came to be 
"imn.ersed''}; who can speak to a group of Catholic nuns and 
be requested to return; who can live in a "hippy'’ commune 
and council its leaders, relate to natives in South American 
jungles, and the list goes on and on. Here is a man that 
preachers need to observe so that perhaps we may learn his 
special charisma, his "trade secrets" so to speak. I believe 
he would teil us that what we need is to put into practice 
what we already know; for no One can study the scriptures 
without learning how to relate to all mankind. We need only 
to put away our "partyisms” and practice the Christian 
graces while we teach them. The message of love transcends 
all party lines. It is craved by the millions of troubled 
hearts in our day and he who brings this message will be 
welcomed and he will be heard by saints and sinners alike. 


Never before in our history has such teachings been 
needed as now, especially during this period when our world 
is going to hell on a down-hill pull! That band of evil which 
is prevalent in our society now encircles the church (with 
the help of our government} and it grows tighter each day; 
but our brethren seem too intent on destroying each other 
to notice. I stated in an editorial more than three years ago 
that the time would come when all denominations would have 
to band together to fight the evils of sin in the interest of 
our survival. The old principle of "united we stand" is still 
just as true as it ever was. Therefore it would behoove us 
to learn something about unity now so that it won't be such 
a shock when it becomes a necessity. 


The formula for "unity’"'as presented by the denomination- 
al world is not the solution to the problem of sectarianism. 


(continued on page I} 
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THE PARABLE OF THE ERRING SHEPHERDS | 


James Ledbetter 
Huntsville, AL 


| Once there was a master who owned many herds of sheep. 
He loved the sheep and took great pride in their growth; and 
nothing pleased him more than to watch them graze con- 
tentedly in the lush pastures of his vast estate, and lush and 
| plentaful they were. It was true that some of the sheep grew 
faster than others, for not all had the same grazing habits 
| nor did all have the same shepherd. Some flocks grew 
| faster because some shepherds were better keepers than 
| others, and the wise ones ied their flocks into greener and 
: preener pastures each day. Some flocks seemed to thrive 
| better where there was no beaten path to follow. But this 
| disturbed the master not at all; for he was happy that the 
herds foraged his whole estate. 


| 
] 
. But in time the master noticed a disturbing trend. Sume 
. flocks grazed the same range day after day and seemed to 
develop a fear of grazing beyond the familiar boundary. But 
the shepherds failed to notice, nor did they notice that their 
. flocks were not growing as they should. Yet there were 
| those few daring sheep who foraged far and wide and grazed 
where few had grazed before, and their coats were full and 
| white. But this did not please the shepherds. It did not 
| matter that those ranging sheep were healthier than others. 
It mattered only that the whole flock graze together over the 
Same sparse ground. Togetherness was more important 
| than growth, and the sheep knew they were not to graze 
beyond the set boundary. But those few exploring sheep had 
| developed an insatiable hunger for the greener pastures and 
| continued to cross over into forbidden territory. Time for 
| sterner measures, thought the shepherds; time to make an 
| example of them, reasoned those who bore the staff, for 
| other sheep were beginning to graze in their direction. 
| Corral them, and warn them that such wanderings will not 
| be tolerated! 


; Still the healthy sheep continued to roam the unfamiliar 
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and forbidden regions. Their craving for better food grew 
stronger each day. The shepherds were troubled that their 
sheep defied their wishes, and they were puzzled as to its 
cause. Then one day they took note of a lone sheep that 
grazed along the bank by the river, and that other sheep in 
the herd grazed toward him, close to the boundary. Here 
is their leader, thought the shepherd. He is the one they 
follow. He must be removed from the flock. 


So they cast out this lone, healthy sheep, who was made 
to wander. The shepherds sent warnings to other shepherds 
on the master's estate that from henceforth this sheep was 
to be treated as one of the goats. In sadness and disbelief 
the master of the estate looked on and was sorely troubled; 
for he loved all his sheep, the fat ones, the lean ones, those 
frightened, as well as the brave. So the master said, "I 
will put my lone cast-out sheep with another herd and see 
how he fares."" Will another flock accept this strange one? 


And in time this lone, sleek, healthy sheep began to 
mingie with another of the master's herds. Some in the 
flock butted and slashed with their horns at the intrusion of 
the new sheep. But others in the flock kmew that he also 
belonged to their master and they loved him. They grazed 
with him and treated him as part of the flock, but still the 
sharp-horned ones continued to paw the ground and slash in 
furious rage. The shepherds, noticing, yet fearful that they 
might rile those with the sharp horns even more, and fearing 
too that some of them might leave and join other flocks, 
chose to look the other way. They worry and wait. They 
want to be good shepherds, not wanting to disturb the flock; 
so they worry and wait—maybe the problem will go away, 
maybe the new sheep will decide to leave the flock. 


The master, too, looking on, worries and waits. Heisa 
good master, kind and gentle, and waits patiently. He waits 
for the shepherds to be loving and kind and to teach the flock 
to be likewise; and he waits for the flock to respond with 
love and understanding, for the master knows that love will 
allow all his sheepto graze in the same pastures in harmony. 
Yes, the master waits, but not forever. You see, the master 
is also a just master. LI 
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New Forms of Service 


W. CARL KETCHERSIDE 


It is a phenomenon of this age that so many young men and 
women are seeking for effective ways of ministering to the 
social outcasts of this ripped-off generation. I meet scores 
of them. They attend seminaries and schools of preaching. 
They listen to lectures and wade through classes, some of 
which seem like a sheer waste of time, wholly unrelated to 
life in this last Quarter of the twentieth century. They are 
exposed to "successful preachers" imported to tell them 
how to build a "going church." But they are turned off by 
the glaring inconsistency of all of this with what Jesus did 
and said and what Paul wrote. 


In "rap sessions" with me they can let down their hair. 
And they want to discuss alternate forms of service that 
touch life where it is raw and bloody. We taJk about inner- 
city work among those who live in flea-bitten, rat-infested 
garbage-ridden slums. We discuss what can be done to 
restore the Jight to eyes that are dull and sodden with hope- 
lessness. We taJk about the needs of children exposed from 
babyhood to filth, brutality and ignorance of an appalling kind. 


We discuss campus ministry with students who are bril- 
liant and perceptive in science and engineering, but who 
have been maneuvered into skepticism by clever humanists 
who mould plastic minds like a sculptor. How can we score 
a breakthrough with young moderns who have grown up ina 
world where the power of agape has never been experienced 
and where love is all too often equated with sexaul gratifi- 
cation ? 


We kick around the idea of whether we might be used as 
instruments of a ''Third Great Awakening” if we submitted 
wholly to God in unreserved surrender. And we recall that 
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when Timothy Dwight, grandson of Jonathan Edwards, who 
is credited with launching the ''First Great Awakening” 
became president of Yale in 1795, he found but one young 
man who admitted to faith in Jesus. All of the rest were 
infidels. But the prayers of Dwight and that young man 
launched a movement which again swept the country. Out of 
the climate of the ''Second Great Awakening" the restoration 
movement was born. 


We discuss getting out of religious structures with rigid 
rituals decreed by tradition, and going into coffee-houses 
and store-fronts, where Jesus is truly Lord and the Man of 
the hour. It is obvious that the image we have created for 
the church in another day is no longer effective. It is a 
lifeguard station without lifeboats. It is sheltered above the 
waves. It moves away from the drowning and despairing. 
It does not offer help to the shipwrecked, the flotsam and 
jetsam of humanity —the youthful prostitute, the drug addict, 
the alcoholic. It has been made into an upper middle class 
retreat. It is no longer an oasis for the poverty-stricken, 
the desparately poor. 


The younger men of our generation want to move into the 
world with its hurt and its agonies. They want to bring the 
balm of love to the loveless. They receive little comfort 
from their parents. These think they are wasting their lives. 
The schools they attend have little sympathy with their goals. 
They discourage them from their desire to "Let go, and let 
God!"' The local congregations do not put them on their list 
of ''Timothys." 


But it just could be that God, who never attaches the same 
glory to our building programs as we do, and who may never 
become as high on our sectarian signboards as we appear to 
be, may be working out His will in strange ways. He may 
still be using off-beat characters as He used Samson to tear 
down the temple of Dagon. We may have prophets among us 
and know it not! The one body is so much alive and filled 
with such vitality that it may follow its Head into the world 
which He loved and penetrated. God grant that we do not 
merely sit and watch it happen from the grandstands we 
have erected in the 'green-belt"’ around our cities. aa 
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Don’t Squelch the Good News 


Michael Hall 


Caruthersville, Missouri 


The power and vitality of Christianity rests in contact. 
Salt isolated in a bottle sitting on the shelf accomplishes 
nothing. Light that is hidden under the bed fails to radiate 
light—-and if it is a candle, will set the bed on fire! The 
Christian faith isolated in four walls which are considered 
sacred and which never touches the pulse of contemporary 
society is comparatively useless and empty. 


The startling fact is that we are "in the world" and have a 
good-news ministry to it. To ignore our community, to 
isolate ourselves from the world, to practice the subtle 
error of monasticism is a road to sure and eventual death 
for any church. Members of the Body of Christ have good- 
news and need to communicate that news. What a tragedy it 
is that we lock it up, isolate it away and reserve itfora 
mere hour onSunday morning to a group who know it already 
and who all too often find it old-hat and boring. 


Are we squelching the good news? We are when members 
of the body refuse to stand up and be recognized as disciples 
of Jesus in their places of business, at school, and in the 
neighborhood, etc. There is death and decay in the air when 
disciples of Jesus become fearful of contact, discussion and 
dialogue. Is it that we're afraid of confrontation with the 
good news? Do we not believe in a ministry of listening? 
Do we fear that truth might lose in a battle with error? Or 
perhaps we're afraid that we might be forced to do some 
real THINKING and expose ourselves as vulnerable human 
beings, capable of making mistakes too. 


Is the Gospel really good news? We say it is. An etymol- 
ogical analysis of the original word (Greek: euaggelion) 
underlines the fact that it. means good news. If then it really 
is good news, ought we not be willing and desirous of 
communicating it? It seems to me that there's too little 
proclamation going on. We wait until Sunday. We wait until 
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we are all snug in our church houses, where we are not 
threatened, and then we raise thunder! We pound the pl- 
pits. We get excited. We teli the sinners and heathens 
"Just like it is.'' And then we go home. 


We feel like we've been carrying out the commission of 
Jesus by "holding service.'' The truth is that only a handful 
of non-disciples of Jesus were even present, and all too 
often they didn't even get to hear the good news! I think our 
speech betrays us; ''service"’ isn't something to be held, it 
is something to render. What is needed is a permeation of 
our communities from Monday to Saturday with the Good 
News to the people who need to hear it—to do otherwise is 
to fail in our commission. 


Let's not isolate ourselves nor squelch the good news. 
Let's reach out in our ministry in the spirit of patience, 
love, and Kindness. Paul and Barnabas could have ignored 
the Jewish populace on their Good-News trips; but they 
didn't. They went right into the worship services of the 
Jews and Gentiles alike and sat down. They "sat down", the 
Bible says, and sat on the edge of their seats until some 
opportunity arose for them to ''declare Jesus" (e.g., Acts 
13:14.16ff). They had good news to share; they knew it and 
they sought to broadcast it in every way possible. Isolation 
is not the key to evangelism; rather, contact, serving and 
loving confrontation is. Keeping the lighted-candle burning 
under the basket of our buildings will only result in self- 
destruction. There is good news to communicate —Let's 
get at it! 

—P.O. Box 4, Caruthersville, Mo 63860 


INFLATION & Etc. 


I'm hoping that our readers will have noticed that during 
this high inflation period, when the cost of everything seems 
completely out of reason, when other publishers have in- 
creased their prices to offset the spiral, that the Ensign 
Fair remains at the ridiculously low price of $3 per year 
(about the price of two hamburgers). We are able to keep 
the cost down because the editor does all the printing. We 
do not contract out any part of the production, only the 
mailing. The subscription price of $3, by doing our own 
printing, is enough to make ends meet without having to 

(turn to bottom of page 13) 
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Two Cheeks for Jesus 


Cari C. Lloyd 
Albany, Oregon 


The exuberance by which we exclaim our allegiance to 
the words of our Master concerning "carrying the load 
two miles" or ‘turning the other cheek" often betrays our 
shallow concept development and midget characters. In 
Matthew's GOODNEWS account Jesus is portrayed as the 
heralding King. As such, the character of kingship is borne 
out in one's capacity to''turn the other cheek"'to unfavorable 
circumstances, or is it? ? 


The viable nature of cheek turning is overlooked in our 
narrow definitions and explanations of its import. We have 
stressed the turning and the cheek and have glanced right 
over the impact of such actions. We have programmed (not 
taught; for teaching emphasizes further learning) our youth 
and parishoners to react with the "turn'' and to meditate 
upon the "cheek" rather than beyond the reactionary move- 
ments or the area of impact. 


Cheek turning involves the self-concept. Too often we 
have been guilty of stressing the concept that only those who 
deny themselves can turn the other cheek. How untrue! 
Many times it's just as great an "ego trip" to turn the cheek 
as it is to return the "nice Hawajian punch" piece - meal 
style! It is too great a matter of self-pity to legalistically 
imitate our Lord's words than it is to see the concepts 
involved. Being a "'good boy" for turning the cheek denies 
God's purposes in the act and stresses the value of the 
person doing the turning. It depicts our craving for "re- 
storing'’ the external soundness while allowing the internal 
restoration to, as it were, go to hell. 


Let's go back for a moment and focus upon Jesus’ concepts 
of why He pulled on the skin of humanity and dwelt in the 
mini~motor home next to ours (Jn. 1:14). Jesus stresses 
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emphatically that He entered our finite scene to seék and to 
save the lost. His caustic encounters of the third kind with 
the religious leaders depicted very dramatically that one 
need go no further than the end of his critical finger to find 
those that are lost. His ability to save, while questionable 
to some, was unprecedented and tremendous. 


While dramatizing His seeking concept Jesus often spoke 
in parables and other forms of speech. In His focal issue 
in Mt. 5:22 Jesus stresses our need to not call a man an 
"empty head" or "moron". Our traditional understanding of 
this passage leads us to greater problems when we hear 
Jesus, Himself, call the Pharisees "fools” (Mt. 23:17). No 
less is it a problem when Paul calls himself a fool for 
Christ {I Cor. 4:10). But that is just the point involved! 
Jesus never arranged sacradotal words by which one could 
be blessed or cursed. He never pronounced the eulogy for 
grace or the pattern for salvation. Jesus never even de- 
fined what sin was! 1 


By calling one an empty head or.a moron we are limiting 
his ability to ever grow. We are denying his freedom to 
become discipled. Basically, however, the trend for Jesus 
appears to have been with an emphasis upon His disciples 
not denying the undiscipled. The Pharisees had rejected 
discipleship! They would never grow as God had intended. 


Then you say, why did Jesus say to call no man a fool? 
If we acknowledge our tradition the answer is perhaps clari- 
fied for us. The context reveals the contemporary ideal of 
Jewish Suffrage. Our trends of thought generally lean over 
backwards to sympathize with the "innocent" Jews. But, 
honestly, there's more! Jesus exclaimed, in so many words, 
that it was certainly wrong for the Jew to be oppressed but 
still He enjoined the “other cheek'’. Could it be that the 
Jew was more hateful than the Roman? Just try stepping 
upon some Christian "'sacred cows" and see who it is who 
angers more quickly and/or deeply! 


To turn the other cheek is not an action nor is ita re- 


action. It is a MISSION-MINDED ENCOUNTER to see a- 
nother person's needs. Such is exemplified dramatically by 


1 3.8. Phillips, Your God is Too Small 
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Jesus at Jacob's well in John 4:6ff. Within just a few verses 
Jesus had "run out of cheeks" and, by some of our standards 
might have appeared justified to throw the woman, along 
with her bucket, into the well. But, for Jesus, the encount- 
er was a mission, an adventure, and far more important 
than his thirst or red cheeks! 


While Jesus sought, devised, aided, and gave Himself to 
help the helpless, He also had His stopping point. Such is 
why He lambasted the rulers as morons and play actors. 
Isaiah's words (5:12 b,c: NAS) are reflected in Jesus' at- 
tacks. For those whose attitude is a blatant rejection of 
God, for those who forget the Lord's deeds and refuse to 
Seri His works, there are no more cheeks (II Tim. 3:4ff, 
Mt. 23). 


For us, in our finite roles, the slap on the face (verbally 
or otherwise) is painful only when we are certain of our 
astuteness in the area slapped. If it wasn't for our carnal 
pride in our spouses, our cars, our parents, our denomi- 
nations, our intelligence, ad nauseum, we would barely feel 
the whisp of the palm. So, if cheek turning is se]f-minded 
we've ended up with no more than two red cheeks! Cheek 
turning, therefore, is MISSION-MINDED. Adventure into 
the mission and there is GODODNEWS to share. Care, reach 
out, and expect to be rejected. That is a part of Mission too, 


205 E. 6th, Apt. 6, Albany, Oregon 97321 





INFLATION, ANDETC. - from page 10 

"sell’’ something on the side, except for one thing. Not all 
of our readers pay the $3. You see, when someone asks to 
be put on the mailing list there is no way for us to refuse, 
even when he sends no money. That's why we're in the 
business. Since not all pay, and since the "ends" don't quite 
meet, this means ye ole editor has to fork over the differ - 
ence! We have never resorted to begging for contributions, 
nor will we start now. I just thought our readers should 
know that we do not have any guaranteed financial backing . 
No one has left us in their will. We have no "large" contri- 
butors. We operate strictly from month to month. And that, 
we must assume, is the way the Lord wants it. Maybe He is 
putting the editor to the test; and again, maybe He is putting 
you to the test! Think about it. _ 
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“The Greatest Dynamic” 


W. Carl Ketcherside 


Christ's Church 


Courthouse Square 
McDonough, Georgia 


10-12 Jan. ‘79, 7:30 p.m. 


TOPICS: 

“THE POWER OF LOVE" 

"THE PERFECTION OF LOVE” 
"THE PLEA OF LOVE" 


OPEN FORUM 11th & 12th(mornings) 


DIRECTIONS: 


30 miles south of Atlanta, 3 miles 
off 1-75, located on the square. 


INFORMATION CONTACT: 


Mike Spradlin 
P.O. Box 971 
McDonough, GA 30253 


Phone: 404/957-2333 


Reader Response 


(Names withheld by editor's discretion) 


"Striving after Christ'' 
TENNESSEE 


Dear brother: i really enjoy receiving nly copy of the Ensign 
Fair each month. It is a refreshing breath of fresh air. I 
trust that you wiil not grow weary in your efforts to teach 
the dangers of sectarian basis and how it is cowterproduct- 
ive in the Christian's life. I detect that even in this con- 
servative neck of the woods that many Christians are beginn- 
ing to realize the liberty that we have in Christ. 

I think that many members of the Church of Christ are 
beginning to realize that our continual efforts to “convert” 
the denominations may well be an exercise in futility in 
that we are trying to convert those who stand on an equal 
footing with us in that we are ali imperfect, 

My wife and I and my family worship at the _— Church of 
Christ, which is a small congregation (that had) split so 
Many times in the past that there just about wasn't anything 
left to split. Approximately three years ago the congrega- 
tion that was left decided to strive after wnity and go and 
just preach Jesus to those in the commmity. The congregation 
has grown significantly though none of us are satisfied with 
our level of growth. What is really fine about this congre- 
gation is that we are not afraid to discuss any topic (in- 
cluding our traditions) in a spirit of love and unity. We may 
differ with each other on our opinions but we do not let our 
divergent opinions affect our wmity. We all realize though, 
that unity 1S something that we must continually work at in 
that "self" seeks to destroy it. 

At we are striving after Christ. We go about this in a 
quiet manner in order that we be not "marked" by other con- 
gregations. It takes a tremendous amount of love and patience 
in dealing with those who are not very tolerant of those who 
seek to follow the teachings of the Lord and not nan, 





A Good Use for the Ensign Fair 


OREGON (In reference one who had been "turned off" by our 
Church traditions. -Ed.} 


Dear bro, Kilpatrick: I have recently found a great use for 
Ensign Fair. While some may start fires with it or paper— 
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train their pets with it, I have found that the greatest use 
is to share it. I have a dear friend with whom I reaomed while 
in undergraduate studies that I recently saw again after two 
years of quietness..,.At our first meeting i thrust copies of 
Ensign into his hands ....He just ‘tbubbled" over with enthus- 
lasm concerning Ensign. He has come to see that one can 
Maintain a relationship with our tradition and still be open, 
honest, ask questions (and expect answers!), and even be free 
to criticize the way things are. All I can say is thank God 
for Ensign. Thank God for your braving the storm of criti- 
cism and thanklessness. I know you get stepped on but I want 
to say that there are many a small voice in the dark saying 
"thank you." 


@ Letters iike this makes it all worthwhile. — Ed. 


“The Lion’s Den” 
MISSOUP? 


Dear bro.Kilpatrick: I have truly appreciated your efforts 
this past year, and anticipate the arrival of December's E.F. 
I know you are,as it were,in the "Lion's Den'', but E.F. 1s an 
encouragement and strength to w vfti~ are on the fringes — the 
Spirit of antagonism is no different here or there—possibly 
the intensity is greater there. 

So we are enclosing a littie to help in the expenses of 
carrying on the battle. (Thanks for the check. —Ed.) 


“A Change Over Night” 
PENNSYLVANIA 


Bro, Kilpatrick: Re: +‘FULFILLING THE LAW, Vol. VI, No. 8. 
Congratulations on such a fine article. If the church were 
to understand this subject as declared by the Apostle Paul 
and so ably handled by you, I am sure that the spirit and 
complexion of it would change over night. 

As i read the various journals published by "us" I am sad- 
dened by the time and energy spent filling pages with matters 
that is of no real and lasting value. Thank you for the 
uplift. 


@ When brethren begin to understand the principle of 'Justi- 
fication by Faith", then they'll have something to write 
about. Yes, I agree, the church would change over night. —Ed. 
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- CONTINUED from page 4 


The merging of smaller sectarian bodies only creates a 
larger sectarian body. Neither will the formula presented 
by the Church of Christ solve the problem because we are 
just as sectarian as anyone else, and possibly more so. 
Unity will never be attained by urging denominations to give 
up what they have and become one of us; because they 
too feel that they have "truth", just as we do. 


UNITY IN DIVERSITY 


As Carl Ketcherside has said many times, there is no 
other kind of unity other than "unity in diversity", that we 
can no more think alike than we can look alike. True, in- 
deed, and to demand unanamity of thought is to demand the 
impossible. Unity in diversity involves the attribute of 
tolerance; but tolerance here means much more than merely 
“putting up’' with someone's harmless opinion. It means 
conceding the right to others to hold to and/or practice their 
belief according to their understanding, even though con- 
trary to one's own preference and conviction, yet maintain- 
ing the unity of the Spirit in the bond of peace. Unity in 
diversity does not necessarily mean to approve and give 
support to what others believe and practice, which would be 
"conformity.'' It means to recognize that genuine differen- 
ces do exist, that others may be just as honest and sincere 
aS ourselves, and that they too have the same obligation to 
teach and practice what they believe to be true for the sake 
of conscience. it means to sacrifice personal preference if 
need be for the sake of the kingdom, '’...so that the world 
may believe that thou hast sent me” (John 17:21). 


Making such allowances for differences is made much 
easier when we realize that perfect knowledge and perfect 
practice was never made the conditions for salvation; and 
neither should they be tests of fellowship. if these be the 
conditions, then we are all doomed, for not even the apos- 
tles had perfect understanding (1 Cor. 13:9-12) nor were they 
totally agreed in practice (Gal. 2:11; Acts 15:37-39); but they 
were not divided so as to dishonor the Lord and his church. 


The Alternative 


Even the most out-spoken among us practice unity in 
diversity without realizing it, even while speaking against 
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it. The concept is not new. There has never been a con- 
gregation in which all members believed and taught exactly 
alike, nor will there ever be. For example, in our largest 
local congregation there are elders who teach the truth on 
"justification by faith'’ while other elders within the same 
congregation teach the exact opposite. This church had long 
practiced the concept of unity in diversity and the result was 
peace and numerical growth. However, the spirit of toler- 
ance is now on the wane in this church and the dark clouds 
of division hover over the horizon. Radicals on the Board 
of Directors (sometimes referred to as "elders") now cry 
for "conformity''! They fired the preacher for refusing to 
take a negative stance (like preaching for I3 weeks on the 
subject of "disfellowship") which he knew would do more 
harm than good, 


Apparently it didn't matter that his "positive" outlook and 
preaching was responsible for the growth that made them 
the largest church in town, it now mattered only that every- 
one knuckle under the oppressive rule of the ''eldership", 
even at the risk of division. Suspecting liberalism, they 
have removed some of their most capable teachers from 
teaching positions. They even went so far as to "mark" one 
teacher (a deacon and a geologist by profession) because 
they suspected he was teaching evolution, when in fact they 
hadn't the sjightest understanding of what he was teaching. 
"Marking''the teacher in this case didn't mean disfellowship, 
but that which is half-way in between~whatever thatis. I 
suspect that in essence it means that he is to be treated as 
a half-brother, one who would be permitted to attend the 
services and contribute his money BUT NOT HIS TALENTS! 
.-.and brethren wonder why churches divide. 


We agree with the scriptural admonition to "mark those 
who cause division among you", but in this case the Board 
of Directors are the culprits who sow the seeds of discord, 
all under the guise of purging the church of false teachers. 
Here we have a pure and simple case of an eldership "lord- 
ing it over'’ the congregation. They mark some as false 
teachers who are not false teachers and then through official 
edict enjoin the marking upon the whole congregation, and 
the congregation has nothing whatever to say about it. On 
this point David Lipscomb wrote in the Gospel Advocate: 
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Elders of a congregation may enquire into cases of 
disorder, but we think they should always submit 
their decision to the congregation and never act 
upon it without satisfying every member of the 
justness of it. We do not believe in authoritative 
action of the "'officers'' as they are called without 
the concurrence of the membership (1873, p. 164). 


In today’s churches the elders feel they only have to announ- 
ce their decisions, and it is unthinkable that they should 
have to submit them to the congregation for concurrence. 
Not only do these elders violate the scriptures in attitude 
and practice, they directly oppose the command of Jesus, 
"It shall not be so among you" (Mat. 20:25, 26). According 
to Lipscomb they "should be resisted even to the disruption 
of the body. They are lording it over God's heritage". E.G. 
Sewell said concerning the eldership problem: 


All the elders of earth combined have no authority 
to make one single enactment for the church of 
God... The church is God's heritage, and Christ 
is its Head; and any man that claims to have author - 
ity over the church is a usurper, from the Pope on 
down to the lowest official claiming authority in the 
church (Gospel Advocate, 1897, p. 292). 


Not only does this Board of Directors lord it over the 
congregation, THEY LORD IT OVER THEIR OWN ELDERS! 
Example: For several years a group from this church has 
attended the annual affair at the Crossroads church in 
Gainsville, Florida, accompanied by an elder. But because 
the stigma of liberalism stili lingers with the Crossroads 
chruch (thanks to Ira Rice, Jr., plus a few more of our 
‘brotherhood renowns who seem to have a flare for delving 
into the mischievous), this year they refused to allow the 
elder to attend!~all right for the members but not the elder |! 


Differences exists in all congregations, but hopefully on 
a less radical scale than that mentioned above. The point 
we want to make is that brethren CAN be different and still 
be united in love for each other and in purpose and concern 
for the church. All can, in spite of diversity, work for the 
building up of the body, evangelizing the world, and assist- 
ing the needy. C 


1 
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|Editorial:|| The Gospel of Fear 


Have you ever heard a sermon preached on''The Difficulty 
of a Christian Becoming Lost?'' The chances are you have 
not, with the reason suggested in the title itself. Normally 
our preachers concentrate on the very opposite and verbally 
portray the Christian as one tottering on the brink of hell 
with the slightest misstep sending him plunging into the 
firey abyss. What this kind of preaching does more than 
anything else is to send Christians plunging onto the psy- 
chiatric couch with neurotic problems. It instills fear and 
fear is the unhealthy ingredient that brings on a varied as- 
sortment of mental aberrations. 'Keep 'em scared, keep 
'em coming, and keep ‘em paying" may very well be the 
deep-seated philosophy behind this approach to the ''more 
abundant life''(?), 

First Peter 4:17,18 is usually the scripture taken out of 
context to set up the fearful prospect that even the "'best'’ of 
us will just "barely"' make it to heaven: 

For the time has come for judgment to begin with 
the household of God; and if it begins with us, what 
will be the end of those who do not obey the gospel 
of God? And 'if the righteous man is scarcely 
saved, where will the impious and sinner appear'? 

Just a little research here is enough to show that this 
scripture refers to the destruction of Jerusalem and not to 
a future Day of Judgment with God tallying scorecards to 
see who "barely"' makes it. Note that Feter said that "'the 
time HAS come", present tense, not WILL come at some 
future time. God's first "household" (church) was still in 
Jerusalem and his "judgment" upon that city would naturally 
bring suffering and hardship to his people. 

First Peter 4:17, 18 is to be understood in light of Matt. 
24:19-22, where God's "elect" were told to "pray that your 
flight may not be in winter or on a sabbath", for such would 
multiply their suffering and impede their escape from that 
city. Even with prior warning (but by carefully observing 
the ''signs'') God's household "barely"' escaped His judgment 
when Titus and his Roman army surrounded the city in A.D. 
70. ''...And if those days had not been shortened, no human 
would be saved." 
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These events may help to explain why Christiane today 
are sometimes subjected to sufferings resulting from natural 
(or political) catastrophies; but that's another subject. 

In no way can Peter's account be interpreted to mean the 
Judgment of Christians before God on the Day of Judgment. 
The saved do not come into judgment to hear whether they 
will or will not be saved (John 5:25; Rom. 8:1). Judgment 
for Christians ie not ''for sine" but to receive the "reward" 
based upon "'deede done while in the body’. Jesue Christ 
hae already suffered God's judgment for our sine (II Cor. 5: 
21). Those who are in the body of Chriet have already paid 
the price for sin "in Christ". The good-news becomes di- 
luted when it is taught that Christians stand before God in 
judgment to ascertain where they will spend eternity. The 
eternal deetiny of the ''body" of Christ (which body we are) 
ie already determined becauee the destiny of the body ie the 
same ae the "head", for he "is the savior of the body". 
Can anyone imagine the "head" going one way and the''body"' 
another? Eternal life belonge to all who are IN Christ. 
Here ie the Christian's chief concern: Ie he IN the body of 
Christ? and ia he IN good standing? If so, then he already 
possesses eternal life and hia destiny is already determined 
becauee, 

He who hae the Son hae life...and we are in him 

who ie true, in hie Son Jesus Christ. Thie ie the 

true God and eternal life (1 John 5:12,20). 
"Eternal life'' here meane much more than ''time stretched 
out'', as some have phrased it. Eternalneas ie one of the 
divine easences of God and Life ie an attribute of God's 
epirituality. Those who take up residence in the body of 
Christ become "partakere" of that same eternalneass and 
life by virtue of relationship. Therefore, eternal life ie 
that which describes Christ's deity which ie shared by re- 
lationship with Christ: or we could say that we are related 
to eternal life in the same way that the body iarelatedtothe 
head, and that eternal jife ie entered when we enter into 
relationship with God. Eternalness ia a state, a condition, 
rather than "time" which doesn't exist in God's realm. 

Yes, we can KNOW that we have eternal life, NOW, be- 
cause we KNOW that we are in Christ NOW. And we can 
know that we are in Christ because the Bible telle us how 
we did it! We were baptised INTO his body through faith 
(Gal. 3:26,27; Rom, 6:3,4; 1 Cor. 12:13). 


By the same means we can KNOW that we are in good- 
standing, for, as John said, 

If we love one another God abides in us and his 
love is perfected in us....In this is love perfected 
with us, that we may have confidence for the day 
of judgment, because as he is so are we in this 
world (1 John 5:12, 17}. 

"In this world" we are in Christ and ARE eternal life 
because "as he is SOARE WE"! "love" is the key to good 
standing in Christ and the very secret to eternal life. Our’ 
concern, therefore, in the salvation of our souls, is DO WE 
LOVE THE BRETHREN?! "He who loves his neighbor has 
fulfilled the law" (Rom. 13:10}, "Bear one another's bur— 
dens and so fulfill the law of Christ" (Gal. 6:2). "A new 
commandment I give you that you love one another" (John 
13:34). The LAW of Christ is the law of LOVE. James 
calls it the "Royal Law", "Law of Liberty", which Jesus 
connects with the "Golden Rule", the Two Greatest Com- 
mandments which is the principle of the Ten Command - 
ments (and which is the "Spirit" of the law of Moses, II 
Cor. 3:18) (see James 2:8; 1:25; 2:12; Matt. 7:12; 22:40; Lk. 
10:27; and Gal. 5:14}. 

Instead of stressing law, or commandment keeping as a 
means of salvation, preachers should stress that which 
motivates one to keep the commandments. Commandment 
keeping will take care of itself IF WE LOVE. As Jesus 
said, "If you love me you WILL keep my commandments" 
(John 14:15}. The Christian who is in love with Christ is not 
one who asks, Lord what do I HAVE to do? as did the rich 
young ruler, but rather, Lord what will you have me DO? 
There's quite a difference between the two. Reluctance is 
suggested in the first question and willingness is detected 
in the latter. Knowing that the latter would be characteristic 
of those who love, Jesus could say positively, "You WILL 
keep my commandments," 

Let us neither ask, "Have I kept all the commandments ?" 
"Have I done enough good works?" or "Am I good enough to 
be saved?" No one is good enough to be saved! No one has 
kept all the commandments, done enough good works, or is 
good enough to be saved; BUT GOD SAVES US ANYWAY! 
And that's the beauty of the whole thing. God saves us in 
spite of ourselves. That's grace. If the possibility lay 
within us to DO or to BE all that God demanded of ug, then 


(turn to page 18) 


The Clergy System 


W. Car! Ketcherside 


Perhaps one of the most subtle works of the flesh is the 
party spirit. It creeps into the heart under the guise of the 
purest motives. It is defended by its possessors with the 
highest idealisrn. But its attitude is always the sare. 
Tirnes change and as they do the methods ernployed must be 
adapted to the culture. Heretics are no longer burned at 
the stake. Dissenters are no longer tortured on the rack. 


But sectarianism has not lost the spirit of persecution. 
It is the clirnate which has changed, not the hearts. There 
are certain characteristics which still obtain. They will 
always be present. One is the arrogance of the clergy. By 
the term "clergy'' I refer to trained professionals who sell 
their skills and are hired by congregations to becorne their 
front men. The prerogatives granted to all by the grace of 
God are surrendered to such men who contract to edify, 
guard and protect those whose rights are abdicated in their 
behalf. 


Their presumption is that the masses are ignorant and 
should be kept so, except for the things which they deign to 
deliver to thern. The docile group is reduced to a speech- 
less glob, who are doomed to unreplying silence. Their 
ears must be forever open and their mouths forever shut 
except in the brief expression of appreciation for and ac- 
quiescence in what is said frorn the sacred desk. 


The clergy is always jealous of its power and position. 
It pays lipservice to hurnility, but gives its heart to pride. 
It feels a sense of superiority. It must dictate where the 
saints can go. It must regulate their lives. It must decide 
to whorn they may listen. If one who has not been given the 
''Good Housekeeping Seal of Approval" by the sect is in the 
area, his appearance must not be mentioned. His brochures 
must be thrown into the office wastebasket. The probiern in 
the Roman Catholic party has been to get past the hierarchy, 
The problem in the Methodist party has been to get past the 


diocesan bishop. The problem in the Church of Christ party 
is to get past the local preacher. All of these constitute 
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walls between those who support them and the truth to 
which they have never been exposed. 


The clergy system always begets a double standard. The 
clergy can do things for which the flock is censured. Iam 
a controversal figure because I am not sectarian. I re- 
present no party on earth today. Any man who belongs only 
to Jesus and refuses to allow his life to be dictated by any 
man on earth will be a problem to those who belong toa 
party. Heisathreat. But I simply refuse to be manipula- 
ted by papers or partisans. Iam free to go anywhere God 
opens up a door and share what £ think. I do not bind it upon 
anyone. I just share it and go on my way rejoicing. I allow 
each person to stand or fall to his own master. But it is 
amusing to note the many places 1 go where the preachers 
publicly warn the saints not to go and hear me. Yet those 
Same preachers are present in my meetings. 


However, there is real hope for the future. The whole 
clergy system, which grew up as a parasite on the body, is 
fast falling into decay. Preachers are sick and tired of 
being bought and sold. They want to become ''free agents." 
And congregations are tired of what they are being fed. 
They feel they ought to be served better fare for what they 
are forced to pay. The truth is that we are entering a new 
age. We are emerging from the "Dark Ages" of creedalism 
and sectarianism. We are once more savoring the grace of 
God. We are experiencing seasons of refreshing from the 
presence of the Lord. 


Congregations of saints are looking for labertyto be them- 
selves, moulded by the Spirit rather than by the opinions of 
men. This has produced free men in the pulpits in some 
places. Wherever they are the people with whom they share 
their lives will be free. They will be sought out. The con- 
gregations will grow where freedom abounds, Those still 
in bondage will denounce them but this will serve only to 
announce them. Once again the "blood" of the martyrs will 
become the seed of the kingdom. We were purchased by 
Jesus to become sons and daughters of God, not slaves to 
a system. Many are now discovering this and are being 
blessed. 

139 Sagnal Hill Drive, S&. Louis, Missouri 63]2i 








GLEANINGS FROM GALATIANS 


GOOD-NEWS PERVERSION 
Michael Hall 


P.O. Box 4, Caruthersville, Missouri 63830 





The burning passion of Pauline theology was the Good- 
News. Everything else was subservient. His godspel 
centered in the historical happenings of Jesus of Nazareth 
and pivoted particularly around His cross -experience. 
"Jesus and Him crucified" was all that mattered. It was 
the criterion that validated one's spiritual experience with 
God. 

For Paul, the Good-News was a messageof LIBERATION! 
"For freedom Christ has set you free..." (Gal. 5:1). And 
his epistle to the Galatians is his magna charta of spiritual 
emancipation from the bondage of legalism and sin. Jesus 
is our emancipator. The Christian life - style is lived in 
freedom. But the Galatians were intimidated by freedom. 
It frightened them. They desired to be under law (4:9-21), 
That orientation threatened the very essence of the Good- 
Newse Faul's Galatian document consequently denounced 
Good - News perverters and rebroadcasted the Good-News 
in the thought-categories of a covenant of liberty. 


GALATIANS, CHAPTER ONE 


Chapter one is a warning chapter: the Good-News can be 
perverted. But he who dares to do so will be consigned to 
hell. The Greek word is “anathema", which is a curse of 
damnation, a consignment to hell. His language may seem 
extreme, his spirit passionate, but the issue was vital. The 
point was singular: NOBODY, but nobody (not Peter the 
apostle (ch. 2) nor an angel straight from heaven) has any 
business distorting the Good-News. 

That's serious. It immediately forces us to sit up and 
consider our own ministering of the Good-News. Are we 
announcing it as Good-News? Are there distortions in our 
presentation? How could we twist it, pervert it? What 
additions would negate it from being Good-News? To these 
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questions, I trust that this article will stimulate your 
thinking. 

Paul STATES the Good-News succinctly, iaconically, in 
his introduction (1:1-4). It is that Jesus "gave HIMSELF for 
our sins.’' He didn't give a new book, a new law system. 
He gave HIMSELF. He is the system. He is the Plan of 
Salvation—the offering of His body, vicariously, for our 
sins. This is the "deliverance" that we experience "from 
this present evil age." 

The Good-News calls us into a sphere of grace \acceptance} 
"I marvel that you are so soon removed from Him that 
called you into the GRACE of Christ into another gospel" 
(1:5}. "Grace" and '"Good-News" are used interchangeably 
(1:15). Whatever is preached as Godspel better be grace, 
God's free gift that's unearned, unmerited. Otherwise it is 
not Gond-News at all (Acts 20:24). 

"The Good-News is centered in Jesus Christ, from 
David's flesh according to the flesh and God's Son according 
to the declaration of the Holy Spirit..." (Rom. 1:3-4)."' It's 
personal—Jesus Himself. We are "called unto HIM." The 
"gospels" (which comprise one-half the volume of our new 
covenant scriptures) tells the Jesus-Story four times over. 
Is that the godspei we're announcing? Is that the center, 
sum and pivot of our broadcasting? 


In the province of Galatia some were unsettling (troubling) 
the disciples and getting them to be "'removed from LIM" 
that called them into the grace of Jesus unto"another Good- 
News'"' (1:6). Of course it wasn't really Good-News (1:7). 
That's why Paul minced no words: the perverter would be 
DAMNED (1:8-9). Are we distorting the Jesus-Story? How 
could we pervert the Godspel? 


WAYS THE GOOD-NEWS CAN BE PERVERTED 


LEGALISM 

You can distort the Good-News by being legalistic. That 
was the difficulty in Galatia. Legalism isn't merely obeying 
God's law, it's depending on our obedience. It is an attitude 
of self-trust that we are meeting the requirements for ac- 
ceptance with God. It's salvation by attainment instead of 
by atonement. 

Legalism views salvation as a 50-50 proposition. God 
does his part (50% or better) and then man does his part 
(50% or less). Man tries to obey, does the best he can, gets 
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as high a score as possible, then God supplements his score 
to make it 100%. Sounds good; but it's deceptive. 

Grace announces that salvation is a GIFT, free (Rom. 3: 
24). It views salvation as an activity that was completely 
accomplished (100%) at the cross. "It is finished" (e.g. paid 
for, accomplished) means that Jesus has obtained "eternal 
deliverance" for us (Heb. 9:14-15). "We are complete in 
Him", consequently (Col, 2:10). We're not given a partial 
salvation. It doesn't merely complement our faltering 
obedience. We are saved; completely, totally, absolutely. 
We have eternal life, It's a"'once-for-all" proposition (Heb, 
10:14; 1 John 5:11-12), All we do is accept it (Isa. 55:1ff). 

Legalism torments a person by the painful introspective 
questions: Am I prayerful enough? Am I obedient enough? 
Do I love enough? Do I attend enough? The direction is on 
one's own experiences, it's egocentric, instead of Christ- 
centric. The Good-News assures, frees and comforts by 
declaring that ''we are accepted, we have eternal life, now 
we can obey and respond to God because we've been re- 
created and have a new orientation in life," 

Legalism misunderstands the purpose of law. Law was 
never given to save anybody. "If there had been given a law 
which COULD HAVE GIVEN LIFE, verily righteousness 
should have been by the law" (Gal. 3:21), But law never was 
designed for that purpose. Law was given to prepare men 
for the Savior and lead them to the Savior (Gal. Ch. 3). 


COMMERCIALISM 

You can distort the Good-News by soft-pedaling it. ''Does 
my language now sound as if 1 were canvassing for men's 
support? Whose support do I want but God's alone? Do you 
think I am currying favour with men? If I still sought men's 
favour, I should be no servant of Christ" (1:10, NEB). 

When the content of our Good-News is determined by our 
audience, then it's at the mercy of our popularity. We'd 
seek to please men, appease them, compromise our mes- 
sage. We'd alter it, tone it down, white-wash it, complicate 
it...whatever would be necessary to "win friends and in- 
fluence people.'' We'd be at the whim of every political 
pressure-group in the church that would redefine the gospel. 

Paul's personal testimony of his encounter with Jesus 
(Gal, 1:10-23) testifies to the fact that he practiced what he 
preached. While it would have been more convenient to 
have soft-pedaled the Good-News by conglomerating it with 
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law, Paul refused to allow his vested interests in the "Jew's 
religion" (1:13-14) to influence him to soft-pedal it. He 
stated it in terms of Grace which was totally antithetical to 
law. He allowed no mixture. He would truck no compromise. 
NEGATIVISM 

Be negative, critical, sour, unenthused, boring, and 
pessimistic and you'll really get the Gospel screwed up! 
The Good-News is innately exciting and thrilling. It's es- 
sentially "glad tidings of GREAT JOY" (Luke 2:9-11). It 
concerns hope and anticipation of great things. It's optimi- 
stic and joyful. Whenever we fail to see it, experience it 
and sense it AS GOOD NEWS, it has been perverted. When- 
ever we think ia terms of fire-and-brimstme, judgment and 
the wrath of God, we're not thinking about Good-News of 
liberation. Whenever we depend on the pulpit tactic of guilt 
motivation, we are not proclaiming liberty to the captives. 

October's issue of Contending for the Faith had an article 
about taking the backbone out of the church. Here's a quote 
from page four that illustrates the confusion between law 
and gospel. 

Quite a few efforts are being made to modernize 
our preaching and humanize the church: for in- 
stance, we hear more and more, ''Don't preach a 
negative gospel." But GOD did: eight of the Ten 
Commandments are negative (Exodus 20). 

How pitiful that this brother can't discern between the law 
and the Good-News of Jesus Christ. Of course the law was 
negative! That's why we need GOOD-NEWS! 

ISOLA TIONISM 

The Good ~-~News is summarized in the INCARNATION, 
God's involvement in our world in "flesh and biood.'' It 
speaks of His invasion when He comes among us, expressed 
His concern, became vulnerable to us and suffered with us. 
To demonstrate Good-News the disciple-community needs 
to beinvolved with the suffering of the world by involvement, 
ministering and serving. To isolate ourselves off in mon- 
asteries (our church buildings) is inimical to Christ's 
commission. The lesson of Jonestown in South America is 
that "isolationism is cultic.'' It is basically selfish to get 
off to be by ourselves in a jungle commune. Our lack of 
invoivement in the life of the marketplace speaks of our 
removal from the essence of the Good-News. 

WARNING: The Good-News CAN be perverted! We must 
take heed to our ministering of the grace of Jesus! J 
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(All scripture quotations from TNIV) 


JESUS IS GOOD NEWS! 


Roger Rossiter 
Athens, Ohio 


Good News! God loves us! Evidence? Jesus, the Christ, 
the Son of the living God came dowm to us! (i John 4:9). I 
find that exciting and beautiful. I'm not better than anyone 
else. I'ma sinner. I hate it, but it's true. I'm like the 
apostle Paul, ''For I have the desire to do what is good, but 
I cannot carry it out. For what I do ie not the good! want 
to do; no, the evil I do not want to do—this I keep on doing" 
(Rom. 7:18b-19). I'm human, therefore responsive to weak- 
ness. I try but often I fail. John was right, "If we claim to 
be without sin, we deceive ourselves and the truth is not in 
us" (1 John 1:8). 

Praise God! Who can glorify Him enough? ''But because 
of his great love for us, God, whois rich in mercy, made 
us alive with Christ even when we were dead in transgres- 
sions—it is by grace you have been saved" (Eph. 2:4-5), 
We stood condemned before this Just and Perfect Being. 
There is no hope, for the law of God had been violated, and 
the penalty must be paid. We couldn't do a thing about it. 
but our heavenly Father could. He sent Jesus to take our 
place! 

We were sinful and unrighteous. How could we ever be 
righteous and innocent before God? With Paul we say, 
“What a wretched manI am! Who will rescue me from this 
body of death? Thanks be to God—through Jesus Christ our 
Lord" (Rom, 7:24-25), 

But now a righteousness from God, apart from law, 
has been made known, to which the law and the 
prophets testify. This righteousness from God 
comes through faith in Jesus Christ to all who be= 
lieve. There is no difference, for all have sinned 
and fall short of the glory of God, and are justified 
freely by his grace through the redemption that 
came by Christ Jesus (Rom, 3:21-24), 
Glorious Good Newslt It's by grace! It's through faith in 
Jesus! God makes us innocent by removing our guilt in 
Jesus. ‘'God made him who had no sin to be sin for us, so 
that in him we might become the righteousness of God (I 
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Cor. 5:21). Isn't that marvelous? Jesus, who had no sin, 
was willing to face the terrible whipping we deserved! It's 
unimaginable that one could love so intensely! Now, as we 
respond to Jesus in loving obedience, His righteousness 
will be accredited to us and our sin will be accredited to 
Him! {8 Cor. 5:18-19). Yes, praise God, Jesus is Good 
News! 
HE DIED FOR YOU! 

Judas kissed Jesus on the cheek, betraying him as the 
One! The incensed mob of Jews cried, "'Crucify Him! 
Crucify Him!"' Pilate turned Jesus overtothat blood-thirsty 
mob. Roman soldiers drove the nails into His feet and 
hands. But you, you're the one who put Jesus on the cross. 
Jesus died for you. 

Peter proctaimed so boldly, ''Men of Israel, listen to this: 
Jesus of Nazareth was a man accredited by God to you by 
miracles, wonders and signs, which God did among you 
through him, as you yourselves know. This man was handed 
over to you by God's set purpose and foreknowledge; and 
you, with the help of wicked men, put him to death by nail- 
ing him to the cross" (Acts 2:22-23). Our precious Divine 
Father was able to look into the future, and know we'd need 
a Saviour! Even before we were guilty, He chose His only 
begotten Son to come down to die in our place, If that doesn't 
choke us up nothing will. 

HE IS RISEN! 

Who can imagine the excitement of those three mourning 
women upon hearing that blessed pronouncement? "The 
angel said to the women, 'Do not be afraid, for I know that 
you are looking for Jesus, who was crucified. He is not 
here; he has risen, just as he said. Come and see the place 
where he lay''" (Matt.28:5-6). They had gone there to anoint 
the dead body of Jesus! Instead, an angel saying, "Jesus is 
no longer dead, he's alive!" 

Jesus made a breathtaking proclamation, "I am the living 
One; I was dead, and behold I am alive for ever and ever ! 
And I hold the keys to death and Hades" (Rev. 1:18). What 
Joy! Jesus is Risen! Ican give myself to such a Saviour. 
Are you lonely, sad, bored, bitter, hurting, ostriazed, 
frightened and lost? You need Jesus. He offers answers, 
love, inspiration, motivation, comfort, peace, hope; and 
joy, life and redemption! Through Jesus you can live, for 
He is risen! [| 

150 South Blackburn Road, Athens, Ohio 45701 
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HAVING EYES: THEY CANNOT SEE 





Keith Smothers 


Our eyes have been greeted by the specter of a cadre of 
gospel preachers waving their Bibles above their heads as 
they dance around First John 3:7; vainly imagining and 
proclaiming themselves to be doing righteousness equal to 
God's righteousness. Their's is an old tune: played by the 
Holiness Church for years; who also lay claim to self-per- 
fectionism through the word: hence their name "holiness." 
But among Christians it is a rather recent refrain. For 
years we've assumed that all Saints, at their best were 
sinners. 'lf we say that we have no sin, we deceive our- 
selves, and the truth is not in us" (I John 1:8). We believe 
that all of us in common bore tongues that ''no man can 
tame" (James 3:8), providing something less than mute 
testimony as to our imperfect natures. But lately, some 
appearto be casting blind eyes into the perfect lawof liberty 
only to straightway walk away and forget their natural faces. 
Humility is surely lacking by those who make or infer these 
exaggerated claims of righteousness, 

All this brings up the interesting point of what is proven 
by the claim that someone keeps all His commandments and 
thereby maintains a conscience void of offense before God. 
Paul, for one, stated that, ''He knew nothing against him- 
self,'’ but he was wise enough to know that, ''Yet am! not 
hereby justified" (I Cor. 4:4, ASV). Pureness of conscience 
is an unsafe object of trust before scruitny of God. Because 
I see no sin in a man and because they find no sin in them- 
selves proves nothing. Our assurance for justification and 
righteousness must lie in Christ and not in our own per- 
formance of God's works. 

We have long expressed disdain for those preachers who 
wrap themselves in the attire of priestly robes and these 
new pietistic robes now enshrouding some gospel preachers 
will fare little better among saints. When someone claims 
this degree of self-perfectionism he is either deluded, lying 
or hypocritical. ''Beware ye of the ieaven of the Pharisees, 
which is hypocrisy" (Luke 12:1). Those who "trust in them- 
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selves that they are righteous, and set all others at naught"’ (Lk. 

18:9) have been in this world for many centuries. But it is not 

they who are justified: rather, it is the one who daily “smotes his 

breast saying, 'God, be thou merciful to me a sinner! '(Lk. 18:13). 
Route 1, Box 64, Pine Apple, Aiabama 36768 
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RIGHTEOUSNESS: NOT A NEW SUBJECT 


The following letter was sent to me by Keith Smothers, along 
with two articles which appeared in the January and March 1946 
issues of the Gospel Advocate. The title of these articles is 
"The Righteousness of God"',a subject on which we have had much 


to say in times past—and were we to hold our peace “even the 
rocks would cry out." 


12/21/78 
Dear Bro. Kilpatrick: 

If you've not already read these two articles you wil! no 
doubt read them with the same profitableness which I found 
in them. Our supposed heresy on God's justification is not 
nearly as ‘neo’ within the brotherhood as some would have 
us suppose. Of course, in actuality it is as ancient as the 
writings of Paul. Would that these two 1946 articles could 
be reprinted in tract form for distribution. I don't suppose 
the demand would be great but I view both as superb writings. 
Do you have any comments concerning their words? 

— Keith Smothers 
ee ee a rN a 

I agree with bro. Smothers that these are ''superb writings", 
in fact 1 will even say they are the best that I have ever read on 
the subject of God's righteousness. I was somewhat amazed that 
brethren in 1946 even considered the subject. It may seem naive 
to think that no one in the Church of Christ has ever spoken or 
written on the subject of imputed righteousness, but not so much 
when we stop and ask how many sermons have we heard dealing 
with this matter. Frankly, I have never in my life heard a ser- 
mon from the pulpit that dealt with the righteousness of God" as 
it was taught by Paul and as expounded by Roy Key and the follow- 
up article by G.C. Brewer, the authors of the two articles. 

In recent years the subject of Justification by Faith and imputed 
righteousness has begun to work its waytoward the front in mat- 
ters of spiritual importance. For this reason! believe it is ex- 
pedient that we reprint these GA articles so that our readers may 
see what was said 30 years ago, and most important so that we 
may ail arrive at a better understanding of this the greatest of 
all biblical teachings. «Editor 
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The Righteousness of God 
PART } 


Roy Key 
Juneau, Alaska Gospel Advocate, January 24, 1946 


At times one is almost fearful to write on a topic such as "The 
Righteousness of God" lest he give rise to misunderstandings. 
There are many who have given the subject but little attention. 
Others attempt to develop the theme in what they consider a logi- 
cal manner, but pay no attention to the discussion of this matter 
given by Paul in the early chapters of the Roman letter. While 
one hesitates at times to say anything concerning it, yet at other 
times he cannot refrain from speaking, for this is the very heart 
of the gospel of JesusChrist. 1 say this thoughtfully: the man who 
does not know what the righteousness of God is cannot really ap- 
preciate the gospel of Christ or the grace of God. 


I, THE UNIVERSAL NEED OF RIGHTEOUSNESS 


Unrighteousness is incompatible with the nature of God, and 
against it in all its forms is the wrathof God revealed (Rom, 1:18), 
However, all men have been caught in the meshes of unrighteous- 
ness; none has escaped of either Jews or Gentiles (Rom. 2:9-19). 
The Gentiles are without excuse, for the natural creation of God 
gives evidence of his everlasting power and divinity, but they 
have simply refused tohave God in their knowledge (Rom. 1:19-32). 
Though they had a natural law written in their hearts (Rom. 2:15), 
they have violated it, disregarded it, and have not one thing of 
merit on which they can stand before God in judgment. 

The Jews are in no better condition than the Gentiles, so far 
as being able to stand before God is concerned. They have had a 
special revelation from him in the law of Moses that is not com- 
mon to the Gentiles, but it is actually the means of their condem- 
nation, for they have not kept it (Rom. 2:17-29). The Jews have 
thought to be saved by the law; they have come to trust init, but 
their trust in the law for salvation, rather than in him who gave 
it, made them debtor to keep it in its entirety. For these people 
circumcision profited nothing, unless they kept the law (Rom. 2: 
25). The Jews had entirely misunderstood the law’s purpose. 
They had thought it a means of salvation, though it had never been 
intended as such. 

The law entered in that it might reveal the enormity of their 
transgression, that it might disclose their moral bankruptcy and 
dire need of God and his grace. 
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'"Now we know that what things soever the law saith, it speaketh 
to them that are under the law; that every mouth may be stopped, 
and all the world may be brought under the judgment of God: be- 
cause by the works of the law shall no flesh be justified in his 
sight; for through the law cometh the knowledge of sin’’ (Rom. 3: 
19, 20). 

On the purpose of the law, note also that it served to increase 
sin (Rom. 5:20, 21; 7:7-11); to reveal in so far as possible, the 
true natureof sin (Rom,7:13); and thus to lead to Christ as Savior 
from sin (Gal. 3:21-29). It is readily seen that rightecisness is 
in the possession of none and the need of all. 


II. A RIGHTEOUSNESS OF GOD REVEALED 


We need to understand the implications in the fact that law as 
such could not reveal God's righteousness. It could assert that 
God himself is righteous, and it could demand that man be so. 
All this it did, but it could not reveal the righteousness of God, 
This revelation is made only in the gospel. 

"For Iam not ashamed of the gospel: for it is the power of God 
unto saivation to every one that believeth, ...¥For therein is re- 
vealed a righteousness of God from faith unto faith: as it is writ- 
ten, But the righteous shall live by faith’ (Rom. 1:16, 17). 

"But now apart from the law a righteousness of God hath been 
manifested, being witnessed by the law and the prophets; even the 
righteousness of God through faith in Jesus Christ unto all them 
that believe; for there is no distinction" (Rom, 3:21, 22). 

Paul cannot mean, therefore,that the gospel is a setof heavier 
and more stringent demands, The old law, law by itself, had 
made demands that men by their own power could not fulfill. Men 
did not need heavier statutes of more binding nature; they needed 
new strength, they needed heip divine, they needed forgiveness 
for their iniquity. All this the ''good news" of Christ as Savior 
brought. 

This is not to say that the Bible revealed God's righteousness 
in word by giving a law through which men could attain righteous - 
ness. Paul made it very clear that no law as such can offer 
righteousness (Gal. 3:21). The Bible and the gospel are not 

monymous. The redemption of Calvary and the preaching of its 
significance existed for years before the New Testament was 
written. The gospel is the actual happenings of redemptive sig- 
nificance that have been witnessed to in the New Testament. In 
reality, the gospel is act, not word; it is deed, not language {I 
Cor. 15:1~-4). By metonymy the account may well be called by 
the name of the actual occurance. Only in the redemption center- 
ed in the cross is the righteousness of God truly disclosed. 
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The righteousness of God ie given, rather than attained; it ie 
of faith, rather than of the keeping of the law (Rom. 3:21-30). 
Many Chrietiane etill have the Old Testament conception that 
righteousness comes from fulfilling the commandments, but any 
careful reader can eee that Paul sete the two conceptions over 
againet the other and etatee that righteousness comee ae a result 
of relying upon Christ, rather than through the keeping of the 
commandmente. 

The righteousness of which Paul epeake ie not simply a personal 
attribute of the Father, but it ie a gift of which God ie the author 
and man ie the recipient. Isaiah, the prophet, presented it ae 
active (Iea. 51:5,6; 45:21-25; 46:13). It ie a method, process, or 
activity of God which he bestows upon unrighteous men. Right- 
eousnese and justification are from the same root, and it ie quite 
apparent that Paul meane by righteousness justification or free 
forgiveness. Lard Does not employ the word "righteousness" at 
all, but alwaye rendere ''dikaiosune” by the term justification. 

The signal manifestation of God's righteousness is seen in ite 
enveloping of sinful man ae he receives the propitiatory sacrifice 
of Christ (Rom. 3:24-26). God showe hie righteousness in for- 
giving or counting righteous the one who hae faith in Jeaue. 
There ie no antagonism here between God's grace, Mercy, or 
love on the one hand, and hie righteousness, justice, or holiness 
on the other. it ie a etrange picture of God that is often presented 
by representing him ae in conflict, for the moment puzzled as to 
which side of hie nature will triumph, but finally the better ele- 
ment (presumably) comes out victorious over the other, and God 
decides to forgive. 


This ie by no meane the picture that Paul presente. He ig not 
attempting to show how God can be juet and yet be the justifier of 
the ungodly believer, but he is showing God to be just by hie 
juetifying the believer. God ie just and the juetifier of them that 
believe. To interpret God's righteousness in the passage aa hig 
personal attribute ie to give it a construction that Paul hae not at 
all placed upon it before and is to posit a monstrous conflict in 
the nature of God of which the Scriptures know nothing. eeu 

(continued in next issue) 





EDITOR'S NOTE 


Due to the length of these articles it will be necessary to 
cover them in three parts. We would suggest that brethren keep 
these articles together for additional etudy and for future refer- 
ence. The subject is that important. Ae bro. Key suggested in 
the beginning, unlees one underetande the righteousness of God 
there ie no way for him to have a full comprehension of the 
Christian system, nor will he fully appreciate the grace of God. 
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Editorial - from page 4_ 


Christ never would have come to earth. God expects uesto 
do all that we have the power to do for ourselves. But it 
was for this reason, because of fleshly weakness,that Jesus 
came to keep the commandments, do enough good works, 
and to be good enough to earn the title of RIGHTEOUSNESS 
in our place, as our substitute. God saves us, not because 
we measure up to his standard, but because Jesus did; not 
because of what we can become by our own efforts, but 
because of what Jesus has become because of his efforts. 
This is the ''good-news" of justification and sanctification 
which brethren need to hear instead of the gospel of fear. 

Christians are supposed to be happy but you'd never guess 
it by observing them on Sunday morning. Yet, it is under- 
standable when we consider the spiritual diet fed to them 
from spiritual birth to the grave (or to spiritual death, 
whichever comes first). Fear is the symptom of bondage, 
and IS bondage. He who fears does not love, "for perfect 
love casts out fear."' Obedience to commandments becomes 
natural to those who love, and by no other motivation will 
obedience be acceptable. In fact, it is not true obedience 
unless it is motivated by love. 

In his book, '"Refocusing God, the Bible and the Church", 
M.F. Cottrell, a psychiatrist, points out that a great num- 
ber of his patients are members of the Church of Christ. 
This is startling when we consider that Christians should 
be the most well-adjusted people on earth, and if anyone 
should be strangers to the ''couch" it should be members of 
the Church of Christ. However the records show otherwise. 
After delving into their backgrounds to determine the cause 
of their ailments, Dr. Cottrell came to the conclusion that 
the problem stemmed mainly from a lifetime exposure to 
Negative preaching which creates subconscious fear and 
guilt becauseof sin and the inability to measure up. 

We are constantly being prodded to improve, and to 
some of the hypersensitive, this is equated with 
their being defective—else why the need for im- 
provement. This type person is quite critical of 
self, rather unbending or inflexible and likely per- 
fectionistic in self demands. They have fed them- 
selves for so long on their own diet of self depre- 
Ciation that they are full of 'grasshopper complexes! 
The grasshopper complex is that which afflicted Israel when 
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they compared themselves with the giants of Canaan. This 
ie about the spiritual gap that preachers have created be- 
tween what people ought to be and what they know they are. 
What preachers fail to tell is that thie gap hae existed since 
Adam and Eve, and that it was for tbis reason that mankind 
needed a substitute to fill the gap for him. They fail to ex- 
plain that Jesus hae fulfilled this demand of God on our 
behalf and that it is now fulfilled in us who live in his right- 
eousness (Rom. 8:4). 

That which gives our brethren guilt complexes is nothing 
more than the natural tensions and conflicts which existe 
between flesh and spirit. Thies is the battleground on which 
the war of life is fought and he who believes he can fight 
Satan alone, without God's assistance through the Spirit, ie 
a candidate for the psychiatric ward. Guilt, from knowing 
that one sine and can't keep from it, and its companion of 
fear of going to heil because of it, sete the stage for all 
sorte of mental maladies. In one Nashville mental hospital 
it wae once the topic of humorous conversation as to which 
denomination had the most patients. It was nip-and-tuck 
between Church of Christ and the Baptiste, with Church of 
Christ holding a slight edge. How's that for witnessing? 


Just how easy, or how difficult is it for Christians to be 
lost? Does he literally totter on the brink of hell? Iam 
going to suggeet that it will be MOST difficult for a child of 
God to be lost. As a primer, consider your own children. 
Is your love for your children greater than God's for his? 
What would you do if one of yours began to stray? You would 
do exactly what God does, put in a few corrective measures! 
The Christian who begins to stray will feel the chastising. 
hand of God, and if that doesn't bring him in line he feels it 
again and again. In other words, the etraying Christian 
will suffer before God finaily turns him loose. But if he is 
bound and determined to become lost, God will fanally turn 
him over to Satan; but it will be the Christian's choice. 

God protects his investment. He paid aterrible cost to 
purchase his church, hie saved children. They von't get 
away without a etruggle. And we thank God for it. Divine 
discipline shows that God loves us (Heb. 12:5-11) and in this 
we have one of those internal evidences of inspiration. What 
child of God has not felt the corrective hand of God during 
hie Christian life? Ae painful ae it may be, it nevertheless 
givee ue assurance that God ie still] there. [ 
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|| Editorial:|| SECTARIANISM ON DISPLAY 


According to Paul in Ephesians 1:9, 10, it was God's will, good 
pleasure and purpose to "unite all things in him, things in heaven 
and things on earth." And it was in the interest of God's eternal 
purpose that Jesus prayed "'for those who are to believe in me 
through their word, that they may all be one" (John 17:20, 21). 


How utterly tragic that now, two-thousand years removed from 
that prayer, men "on earth" continue to play the deadly game of 
sectarianism, preventing the realization of the Lord's prayer and 
contributing to even further division among those who are united. 
What is even more tragic is that those whose profession it is to 
"x ake known the manifold wisdom of God" are the very ones guilty 
of thwarting His purpose. Surely they establish themselves as 
enemies of God; but they will fail. They cannot succeed forever in 
circumventing the inevitable, and they will finally destroy them- 
selves through their own lust for power. ‘They will fail because 
brethren want to be united. Only those who love the preeminence 
now prevent it. Still, even though inadvertently, and no doubt with 
good intent in many cases, our people continue to struggle against 
unity. With "verbage" they pay it lip-service while with "works" 
they struggle to divide. 


In semi-metonymy let's look at ourselves from this angle: Any 
concerned observer knows that the church has long since withdrawn 
itself from the battlefield of life, the world, and is now entrenched 
behind walls of Church of Christ orthodoxy. From our port-holes 
of faith we fire salvos of proof-text scripture at any and all passer- 
bys, whether friend or foe—and we have lost the ability to tell the 
difference; in fact, it doesn't even matter. If one is on the outside, 
then he can't be one of "us" and therefore he must be the enemy. 
From the parapet our trigger-happy sentries quite often fire broad- 
sides into our own troops. Meanwhile back at the front the battle 
of life continues. Others not of our company continue the campaign 
“against principalities and powers in high places" while we remain 
secure behind the bulwark of orthodoxy. But there's stirrings with- 
in the camp. Some feel that soldiers of the cross should be at the 
front lending their support to the war effort; while others fear that 
to fight Satan along with others would compromise our image and 
tarnish our doctrine. Some have left the camp to join forces with 
those holding the line against the forces of evil, and they have taken 
a "broadside" from our own entrenched brethren. 


It is sad that at a time when the brotherhood-mind is becoming 
more oriented toward love, unity, and fellowship, that some churches 
continue to display the party spirit. Such a church is the Brown 
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Trail Church of Christ in Bedford/Hurst (Ft. Worth), Texas, whose 
elders recently read an "ex-communication bull" to their congre- 
gation against the Central Church of Christ in Irving, Texas, on the 
charge that they ‘fellowshipped denominations.'' The following is 
their summary of the decree read to the Brown Trail church. 


OO Pi OP DOR LP OORDMIA LP fl OE’ "fh 
Announcement By The Brown Trail Church Of Christ Elders To The 
Brown Trail Congregation On December 3, 1978. 


"In view of the avowed desire of the Central Church of Christ in 
Irving to fellowship fuily in all activities with denominational bodies, 
and because such fellowship violates in every respect such passages 
as II John 9; I Thess. 5:21, 22, and many others, the elders feel there 
is no alternative but to invoke the admonition of Paul in Romans 16:17, 
18, which states, 'Now I beseech you, brethren, mark them that are 
causing the division and occasions of stumbling, contrary to the doc- 
trine which ye learned: and turn away from them. For they that are 
such serve not our Lord Christ, but their own belly; and by their 
smooth and fair speech they beguile the hearts of the innocent." 

We are grieved to have to take such action as is indicated, but such 
conduct cannot be tolerated in the Lord's body. Therefore, we pub- 
licly and with as: much emphasis as can be mustered, declare that 
we cannot be considered in Christian fellowship with the Central 
Church of Christ in Irving, Texas, until such time as they repent of 
their actions and return to their first love. Incumbent with such 
action, we must let it be known that in such a situation, we cannot have 
fellowship with the elders, deacons, ministers and members of the 
Central congregation. it is our hope and prayer that they will realize 
the error of their ways and come back to the fold of our Lord before 
it is too late."" —the elders, Brown Trail Church of Christ 

Mailing Address: P.O. Box 865, Hurst, Texas 76053 


RT OAT a eT Oe hee 


The first question that comes to mind before anything else, is 
what business does the Brown Trail church have in meddling in the 
affairs of another congregation? Where in all scripture can we find 
such a precedence? ff such authority could be found in the New 
Testament, then that same authority would surely require that all 
congregations everywhere disfellowship any and every congregation 
on earth that failed to measure up to its own peculiar brand of 
“church.” If the Brown Trail church feels that the church in Irving 
poses a threat to the peace and harmony of the brotherhood, would 
not that same concern compel them to exercise the same action 
against any church anywhere in the world possessing the same 
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character? How can their concern be restricted to only the con- 
sregations in Texas? The fact that the Brown Trail church does 
not exercise this option is evidence that they have given little con= 
sideration to the seriousness of disfellowship, for they cannot 
follow the action through to its logical, but disastrous conclusion. 


What is more frightening than anything else is that the Brown 
Trail church operates a "School of Preaching", and we fear the 
worst as to what they must be turning out. Already three of their 
graduated preachers have from the field written their own bulls of 
ex-communication and sent them to the Central church—all on the 
word of the Brown Trail elders. Lord help us! Who in the name of 
God ever taught them to do such a thing! ? 


In the absence of any scriptural precedent or logic, we are com- 
pelled to look elsewhere for the motive. As arule, elders are not 
ambitious enough to make such a power play outside their own local 
domain without outside help. Therefore, who "fingered" the Central 
church for the elders? 


The November issue of Contending for the Faith may give us a 
clue as to who is responsible. {t seems that Ira Rice, Jr. may have 
put out the "'contract'' on Central, and the Brown Trail elders made 
the "hit" early in December; however, in the end Brown Trail will 
become the real victims. Brethren all this may be good ‘'power" 
maneuvering but let's not confuse it with Christianity. 

The following is Dr. David Reagan's reply to Brown Trail in 
which he outlines a number of sins committed by the BT elders: 


Fen frunitrntnndinundnndinnifnndianitnnifnsdtpaandinstanttandondnsnr inn doar ttan fondtnsndfns 

Greetings to you in the name of our Lord and Savior, Jesus Christ. 
I rejoice that we have been calied into fellowship with one another by 
God, our Father {John 1:12, 13; J Cor. 1:9; and I John 1:3), and the 
purpose of this jietter is to discuss that fellowship with you, 

I want to begin by stressing that this is a personal letter and does 
not in any way purport to be an expression of the sentiment of the 
Central congregation, its members or its elders. It has not been 
read in advance by anyone, and any response you would like to make 
to it should be addressed to me personally. 

This letter is prompted by the rumor that on Sunday, December 
3, you read a statement to your congregation in which you withdrew 
your fellowship from me and the congregation I serve because of our 
fellowship with ''denominations.'' I say "rumor", because to this 
date, no one in the leadership of the Central congregation has re- 
ceived any kind of official notification of your action, although it is 
my understanding that such notification has been sent to other con- 
gregations. My knowledge of your action is based vwpon a document 
that I secured through a third~hand source. It is entitled "Announce- 
ment by the Brown Trail Church of Christ Elders to the Brown Trail 
Congregation on December 3, 1978,'' and I assume it is the one that 
was read to the congregation, 

- continued on page 17 
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The Righteousness of God 
PART 2 


Roy Key 


Juneau, Alaska Gospel Advocate, January 24, 1946 





FAITH - RIGHTEOUSNESS VERSUS WORKS-RIGHTEOUSNESS 
AS SEEN IN THE CASE OF ABRAHAM 


Sometimes we are able to see through exemplification what we 
have not comprehended in the principles set forth. For this rea- 
son Paul chooses the example of Abraham with which to illustrate 
the righteousness of God bestowed through faith. Here is the 
case of one who was counted righteous or justified because of his 
belief,and not because of a perfect obedience to God's command- 
ments. 


Abraham might have pled his merit if any could; and if he had 
done so, he could have boasted before God. Perhaps he might 
be able to boast before men, but he could not glory before the 
Father. How do we know? If he could have boasted before God, 
he would have been saved by his works, but the Scripture says 
that it was his faith that was reckoned him for righteousness 
{Rom. 4:1-3; Gen. 15:6). The righteousness which God bestows 
is not based on moral achievement; such is the righteousness of 
the Pharisees. God's righteousness does not come as a reward 
to one who has done the work outlined. There is no grace in pay- 
ing an honest debt. Yet God's righteousness is so much of grace 
that he gives it to the man who has not kept the law, who has not 
done the prescribed work, but who has trusted in the Savior for 
forgiveness (Rom. 4:4, 5). 

The scheme of debt and payment does not describe God's right- 
eousness. It is properly presented by David, who 'pronounceth 
blessing upon the man, unto whom God reckoneth righteousness 
apart from works, saying, Blessed are they whose iniquities are 
forgiven, and whose sins are covered. Blessed is the man to 
whom the Lord will not reckon sin'' (Rom. 4:6-8). The man 
whose sins are not counted by the Lord, who has been forgiven, 
is the man who, not having kept the law, has believed on Christ 
and has been reckoned righteous anyway. This, says the apostle, 
is the real description of God's gift of righteousness. 

The Jews were ready to reply that Abraham kept the law by 
anticipation, and was for that reason justified, but Paul makes 
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the matter as clear as possible by reminding them that Abraham 
was justified before he was ever circumcised, previous to his 
reception of the rite that signified the covenant with God. Justi- 
fication does not rest in the category of a covenant, but of a 
promise, and it was because of the promise, and not the law, that 
Christ came to save the world (Gal. 3:18). 

Abraham trusted in the God that called those things that were 
not (his descendants) as though they were, and this faith was 
reckoned for righteousness. God did not have the record read 
that "it was reckoned unto him for righteousness" simply for his 
benefit; that was written for us also, because it describes the 
result of our believing ''on him that raised Jesus our Lord from 
the dead" (Rom. 4:23,24). When one understands the story of 
Abraham and God's dealing with him back before the time of his 
circumcision, then he can understand how God bestows his 
righteousness upon the believer today. This is the great divine 
illustration. 


IV. WHY DOES GOD CONDITION RIGHTEOUSNESS UPON FAITH? 


That is all that man could give. Righteousness is simply free for- 
giveness. It is not moral attainment, but right relation with God. It 
is certain that sin cannot be adequately dealt with through works. 
Suppose that a man has proved unfaithful to his wife, can he undo the 
act by making $300 a month now, whereas he had formerly made only 
$150? There is nothing he can do that will reverse time and make 
what is sonot so. What is needed is a restoration on the old rela- 
tionship, not just more labor by him on her behalf. If that relation- 
ship is ever restored, it must be done by the offended one freely 
forgiving the offender, The offender cannot atone for his wrong; the 
sin must be borne by the one offended, wounded, and bruised. 

God offers his forgiveness, and man must respond. Forgiveness 
can be only accepted or rejected. The gospelis presented by Paul 
as the promise (Gal. 3). A promise can be bestowed only in the form 
of a gift. The gift must be either accepted or rejected. God's gift 
is his grace, his redemptive love, his free forgiveness, and there 
are but two possible reactions or responses to that gift of grace. One 
1s positive, the other negative; one is faith, the other disbelief. 

Faith is the natural condition of righteousness or justification, not 
an arbitrary one. Justification is by faith that it may be according 
to grace (Rom. 4:16). God wanted to feeely bestow forgiveness upon 
man, to give him his righteousness; but he cannot force it; it must be 
accepted, personally respondedto. Therefore, God conditioned it on 
nothing but man's acceptance of it. inthis way, Paul says, it could 


be of grace, and in no other. It is conditioned solely on acceptance 
that it may be a gift from God. God's grace is his hand reaching 


down, and man's faithis his hand reaching up. The offer is universal 
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the bestowment is not, for not all respond positiveiy, not all will 
accept or believe. 


V. RIGHTEOUSNESS CIRCUMSCRIBED 


It has been pointed out that justification, forgiveness, or righteous- 
ness is bestowed conditionally; but that condition is the natural one 
of acceptance, and, viewed in this light, hardly appears as a condition 
in the ordinary sense at all. However, we continue to speakof right- 
eousness as conditioned that we may escape the weakness of Calvin- 
ism in having God arbitrarily bestow his gift through absolutely no 
perceivable reason. 

To say that righteousness is circumscribed is nothing but to say 
that it is conditioned. Since it is conditioned on faith, it is circum- 
scribed by it, and exists only in the church, which is the fellowship 
of the believers. Righteousness and salvation go hand in hand. Where 
there is no salvation, righteousness has never been; and where there 
is no righteousness, salvation can never go. The Lord has placed 
salvation in Zion; and if we desire it, we must seekit there. "I will 
place salvation in Zion for israel my glory" (Isa. 46:13}. "And it shall 
come to pass,that whosoever shall cali on the name of the Lord shall 
be delivered: for in mount Zionand in Jerusalem shall be deliverance, 
as the Lord hath said, and in the remnant whom the Lord shall call" 
(Joel 2:32), 

Logically, righteousness would first be imputed, then salvation, 
Actually, they come together, for they are but two terms used to 
indicate the same process or experience, They are contained or 
operate in a definite sphere or realm. Righteousness is placed in 
Zion; and if we desire to be clothed upon with it, let us goto Zion, 
the great storehouse of righteousness. All this is but stating a per- 
sonal truth in impersonal terms. To go to Zion is, as Joel deciared 
to ‘call on the name of the Lord." 


Zion is the church of Christ, the body of the Lord, the kingdom of 
our God. "But ye are come unto mount Sion, and unto the city of the 
living God, the heavenly Jerusalem, and to an innumerable company 
of angels, to the general assembly and church of the firstborn" (Heb, 
12:22, 23), I Pet. 2:6 is a quotation from Isa. 28:16: "Behold, I lay in 
Sion a chief corner stone, elect, precious: and he that believeth on 
him shall not be confounded."' Peter regards the church as a house 
built of living stones, having Christ as the chief of the corner. Then 
righteousness and salvation are to be found in the church, The Old 
Testament Scriptures testified to that effect, but it remained for the 
gospel to reveal the righteousness of God as a relationship attainable 
now to ali who will accept it. 


VI. LET US BEWARE OF THE MISTAKE OF THE JEWS 


The Hebrew nation rejected God's righteousness. Though they were 
seeking for it, they did not attain it; for they sought it by works, 
rather than by faith (Rom. 9:21,32). They thought their salvation was 
to be earned by keeping the law. That was not so then, nor is it any 
more true today. Man cannot keep the law in the manner necessary 
to be saved by it. Many disregard Christ and his body, thinking that 
they will be saved by their good works. 


Works cannot save us, or else Christ died in vain. If anything can 
save but the blood of Christ, the gospel is God's great tragedy! By 
faith let us take holdof the atonement, which provides a righteousness 
of God for unrighteous men. Human righteousness:is attained by 
works: God's righteousness is received through faith. The Jews 
sought righteousness by the law, thus cutting themselves off from the 
sacrifice of Christ. Human weakness prevented their atta ning it in 
this fashion, and ignorance made them disregard that which was pro- 
vided through faith. Left alone, man has no hope of standing before 
God. Only in pleading the atonement of Jesus is there hope. 


The Israelites rejected the righteousness held out to them by God 
and substituted their own in its stead (Rom. 10:4). This does not at 
all mean, as some appear to think, that they rejected God's law and 
made for themselves another law. Their rejection of God's right- 
eousness consisted in their trust in the law for salvation. It is entirely 
possible for us today to reject the righteousness that God offers 
through faith in Jesus as Redeemer and look to a plan or system for 
justification, rather than to the one who died on our behalf. 


Iam firmly persuaded that more ought to be said concerning faith 
in the atonement of Jesus and the gracious redeeming love of God 
than about ''the plan of salvation" and the ‘'scheme of redemption." 
One great reason that church members are not more consecrated 
and devoted is the fact that they have been converted to a plan or 
scheme, rather than to a Savior. One can be convinced ona point 
without being converted to Christ, but he cannot realiy believe on the 
Lord without changing his mind concerning life and God. 


If we place our trust in the plan or the scheme, we are ignoring in 
the same manner as the Jews the righteousness of faith, and we are 
aduiterating both law and grace. We cannot even begin to stand be- 
fore God on the basis of law keeping, for this "plan" or ''scheme" is 
not law at all in its true sense of a moral code of righteousness; itis 
God's revelation of man's true way of responding to the offered grace. 
To so regard these gracious rays of light as 'law'' proper is to con~ 
found law with grace and to come dangerously near to vitiating the 
grace of God. If this 'law'' becomes foremost in our minds and af- 
fections, then true faith as personal reliance upon Christ is weakened. 
This leads more and more to legalistic Pharisaism. Let us beware 
of the mistake of the Jews! 
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Pressure-Groups In The Church 


Michael Hall 


Caruthersville, Missouri 





Why do pressure groups arise among Christians? What causes 
disciples to neglect the rejuvenating message of deliverance to 
engage in "Games Church People Play?" The second chapter of 
Galatians presents two quick scenarios of some pressure-groups 
among the early Christians. Paul relates the dramas in defense of 
his own Good-News ministry of liberation. Examining these stories 
can assist us in dealing with politics in the twentieth century among 
brethren who hinder the Good-News. 


The key toGalatians Two is the Pauline anathema upon perverters 
of the Good-News (1:8, 9). ANYONE who distorts the essence of the 
Good-News shall be consigned to hell. That's a stout statement. 
Evidently Paul wasn't out to "'persuade'’ men, win their approval or 
canvass for their vote. His Gospel wasn't for sale. Its content didn't 
depend on what the majority wanted to hear. It was predetermined. 
He would not allow it to be distorted by soft-pedaling it to the whims 
of men (1:10). 


The call to Grace meant a complete about-face for Paul (1:10-23). 
That's why he was determined to "announce the Good-News of HIM" 
(Jesus), ''the Good-News of the faith which he once tried to destroy" 
(1:16, 23). For him there was no conferring with flesh and blood, 
his audience simply did not determine his content. 


THE GODSPEL CONFERENCE (2:1-10) 


Among the early disciples there were Pharisees who had been 

converted. But they had a difficult struggle giving up legalism. A 

controversy arose. They said, ‘except you be circumcised after 

the manner of Moses, you cannot be saved" {Acts 15:1). They were 

conservatives. The liberals on this issue said that a man was saved 

solely by trusting in Jesus apart from the works of the law. The 

conservatives consolidated their forces and became a formidable 

| pressure-group. ‘''No small discension and disputation arose."' A 

| conference was consequently called to convene at Jerusalem. The 
| apostles wanted the matter settled (Acts 15). 
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During the conference, Paul had a private meeting with the 
apostles. Purpose? To compare notes. He ‘communicated unto 
them the Good-News which he preached among the Gentiles. . ."' (2:2). 
Into this private session Paul took Titus who was the embodiment of 
the issue. Taking Titus was a dangerous gesture which could have 
been easily misunderstood. Titus was an uncircumcised Greek 
Christian who had no intention of becoming Jewish in his life-style, 
dress, speech, etc. His very person dramatically personified the 
issue. 


What was the response from the apostles? They did not "compel" 
Titus to be circumcised (2:3). Some pseudo ~brothers, however, 
snuck in "privately to spy out the liberty which they enjoyed in. 
Christ Jesus", and tried to force Titus to accept their Jewish reg- 
ulations in order to be a first-class Christian. ''To whom", Paul 
boldly confessed, 'We gave way by subjection, no, not for an hour, 
that the truth of the Good-News might continue with you" (2:4-5). 


These gate-crashers uninvitedly snuck into this backroom con— 
ference. They were a pressure group. They attempted to deny the 
liberty that "we enjoy in Christ.'' That is, they wouldn't admit that 
non-Jewish converts had the freedom to not follow their style of 
Christianity. They were pressing for conformity. Every Christian 
must look, act and think alike. No diversity was allowable. The 
non-Jewish churches had to be conducted exactly like the Jewish 
churches. After all, they must have reasoned, the law was God- 
given, the very oracles of God. The liberals couldn't without im- 
punity throw it out the window. I'm sure they made a strong appeal 
for their case. Legalism does that—it sound convincing. 


But the "truth of the Good-News" was at stake. Not just truth, 
but the truth that belonged exclusively and centrally to the Godspel. 
What truth was that? 


Of course, all truth is true. But all truth is not of equal weight 
or significance. Truth concerning the ark; its size, date, etc., are 
not of equal importance with the truth concerning how a person is 
delivered from sin. 


"The truth of the Good-News" is the pivotal truth that causes 
spiritual regeneration. After a person has been discipled to Jesus 
and immersed, then he should be instructed in "all things whatso- 
ever Jesus commanded" (Matt. 28:18-20). Here's the difference 
between the truth of the gospeland the truth of the apostle’s teaching. 
One is the "kergyma", the other is the doctrine of the apostles 
(Acts 2:22-36, 42). 
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The issue that Paul would truck no compromise with was the 
“truth of the Good-News." What is that truth? It's the truth (reality) 
of the Christ event, especially the cross. "If being put right-with- 
God comes by law, then Christ died for nothing (2:21, NEB). 


The legalist that Paul tangled with were described as "pseudo- 
brothers."' They were undermining the principle of brotherhood by 
precipitating it upon law-keeping instead of God's grace. What 
determines who is my brother or sister in Jesus? Brotherhood 
springs from Fatherhood. Every person whom God has admitted by 
His grace into His family is a spiritual relative! He and He alone 
determines who is and who is not in the family. I have no right or 
business in trying to control His family. It's His prerogative. 
Brotherhood, therefore, rests upon the same ground as does initia- 
tion into the family, trusting obedience to Jesus and His cross. 
Everything else is peripheral. 


A person becomes a pseudo-brother who refuses to recognize his 
brothers and sisters in God's family. Why would one do such a 
thing? Because they are different from him in life-style, thinking, 
and culture. Like these Jewish legalists, they try to impose reg- 
ulations which they feel strongly about and reject those who won't 
bow to their dogmatism. 


To go along with the principle of legalism, to lump every truth 
into the category of “the truth of the Good-News" DISTORTS the 
gospel. It makes the Good-News not a message of liberation based 
solely on Jesus‘ offering. It creates a new legal system. Salvation 
is predicated upon knowing ail the truths of the Bible. 


We need therefore to be alert to pressure-groups among Christ- 
ian believers who would spy out our liberty and impose a legal 
system of merit onto the message of grace. Even in the early days 
of the Christian movement, the apostles were not free from the 
binding, legalistic influence of pressure-groups. The Good-News 
is that we've been set free to be free (5:1). But handling our free- 
dom sometimes is scary. So scary that sometimes we are tempted 
to run back to law. It's almost as if there's an innate tendency 
within us to want to be under a legal system. Galatians was written 
to alert us to this danger lest someone unscrupulously use this 
tendency to lead us into bondage. "Stand fast in the freedom where- 
with Christ has made you free." @ 


P.O. Box 4, Caruthersville, Missouri 63830 
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Campbell and the KJV 


Keith Smothers 


___Pine Apple, Alabama | 

Most Ensign Fair readers know of Alexander Campbell's work. 
Less well known, however, was his belief that an improved modern 
language Bible must replace the King James N. T. for the Restora- 
tion Movement to achieve its full potential. To this end the Living 
Oracles translation was published in 1826. The established religious 
community, already distrustful of his restoration concept, quickly 
reacted with unrelenting criticism. In 1831 the following reply was 
written in response to opposition from Bishop B.R. Semple of 
Richmond, Virginia. Mr. Campbell wrote: 





No man can translate a work which he does not wnderstand. 
To understand the Greek language is one thing, and to translate 
any work in that language into another is quite a different 
thing. ‘he most perfect knowledge of the Greek language whtch 
any mam ean possibly attain, wtll not qualtfy him to trenelate 
the New Testament, wiless he wniderstands the meantna of the 
book....Need I ask you, whether the king's translators had this 
knowledge of the meaning of the book? Were they not as much 
warped by systems as any of the secretaries of the present day? 
.. We do, and must contend, that a version more correct than 
the common version 15 as necessary to the full exhibition of 
Christianity as a reformation of the professors of the present 
day~-if not to the same extent, they are equally indispensable 
to this object.1 


Mr. Campbell's italics underscore an important point. The king's 
translators, for example, had but an imperfect understanding of 
God's righteousness as disclosed through the gospel. Their concept 
of this fundamental doctrine appears to be that one is forensically 
righteous before God on the basis of N.T. law-works. Accordingly, 
the Old and New Covenants are viewed as two contrasting systems 
with only the new setof rules enabling man to attain total righteous- 
ness. The following verses will illustrate their error: 


Therefore by the deeds of the law, there shall no flesh be 
justified in his sight: for by the law is the tmowledge of 
sin (Rom. 3:20). 


For sin shall not have dominion over you: for ye are not 
under the law, but under grace. What then? shall we sin, 
bee sige: we are not under the law, but under grace? (Rom. 
6214-15). a 


ah Alexander Campbell, "Letters to B.R. Semple, No. III,'' The 
Millennial Harbinger (April 4, 1831), p. 1S. 
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And be found in him, not having mine own righteousness, 
which is of the law, but that which is through the faith of 
Christ, the righteousness which is of God by faith (Phil. 3:9) 


In these Roman passages the word law is anarthrous, indicating 
that it does not specifically denote the Jaw of Moses but rather is to 
be taken generically as encompassing every form of law regulating 
man's conduct before God. And in Philippians there is no article 
and the genitive is objective. Paul is saying that he does not desire 
a righteousness before God based upon law but rather a righteous- 
ness that comes from God on the basis of faith (trust) in Christ. 


Mosaic law righteousness was acceptable with God but no man, 
except Christ, ever kept the law perfectly, for under it "'all have 
turned aside, together they have gone wrong; no one does good, not 
even one’' (Rom. 3:23), and the whole world became condemned 
before God (Rom. 3:19). Jesus took a totally virtuous law out of the 
way and nailed it to the cross. And by the subtle use of ''the” the 
king's translator's have obscured Paul's meaning in many verses. 
In this respect we can agree with Mr. Campbell: "'A version more 
correct than the common version is as necessary to the full exhibi- 
tion of Christianity as a reformation of the professors of the 
present day. = 

Route 1, Box 64, Pine Apple, Alabama 36768 


MY UNPARDONABLE SIN 
Joe Black 


Birmingham, Alabama 


Woe is me! Woe is me! I am lost! { have committed unpardon- 
able sin, a sin unto death, the willful sin for which there is no 
atonement. There is no cure for my leprosy. I walk the church 
parking lot, ashes on my head, crying "Unclean! ''Unclean!" I am 
smitten! What can I do about my sin? I, a Church of Christ preach- 
er, educated in our Church colleges, and trained in the way of the 
Gospel Advocate and Firm Foundation, have had in print before my 
name the title—oh, I can hardly bring myself to say the blasphemous 
word—"Reverend!" 


Our church advertisement in the yellow pages of the phone book 
contains the poison word. It was a misprint. I have nothing to do 
with it. I am as innocent as the slaughtered babes of Bethlehem, 
but who will believe me? AJ]ready a preacher in town has called me 
about it. He was too busy to call me a year ago to welcome me into 
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the city, but he made the sacrifice this time. He said he 
wanted to clear up the matter rather than think the worst of 
me. Truly, I do not deserve such consideration. And what 
of those who do not calli and clear up the matter? How shall 
I be clean with them? A stranger to me has already re- 
marked, "Isn't it awful that the Cahaba Valley preacher is 
calling himself a Reverent?"’ How like a serpent's tooth ! 


I am sensitive about this and ready to defend mysédf 
against all who feel I arrogate to myself suchimportance. I 
went into the office of the apartment where we live to tell 
them we are not renewing our lease. The owner looked at 
my card and noted Iam employed by a church. "Are you a 
Reverend?" she asked. "‘No, ma'am", I replied. "Iam a 
Church of Christ preacher. We don't use manmade titles." 
She blinked then ventured on, "I wish I had known. I have 
some questions I have wanted to talk over with a preacher." 
"Didn't you notice I am employed by the Cahaba Valley 
Church of Christ?"' I asked rather indignantly. "Yes,"she 
replied, "But I thought you might be the janitor. Most minis- 
ters use the title of Reverend."’ This all-important matter 
settled we talked for an hour about the Scriptures. 


We should not expect an uninitiated public to know this 
word is in the Bible only one time and refers to God alone. 
No man is ever called a Reverend in the Bible. People could 
read this themselves, but unless they have a King James 
Version they will not find it—not even in Psalms 111:9. Later 
translations use words such as "terrible."" The Hebrew word 
also appears in Psalms 89:7. Our argument has not been 
based on a Bible teaching but a translation which has been 
rejected in favor of better words. Why do otherwise well 
informed peop!2 persist in using this infamous word to refer 
to preachers? I don't mow. Perhaps they look in diction- 
aries such as Webster's new edition and see the word de— 
fined, “Of or pertaining to the clergy."' Since it is not 
found in the Bible the matter is settled for our preachers. 
Sound in the faith, we reject all such titles. However, we 
do not reject the trappings that go with these titles. We do 
not refuse the discount offered by the phone company or the 
tax free housing allowance offered Reverends by the federal 
government. After all, consistency is not listed among the 
fruits of the Spirit. = 





--—=—- — = 
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Vl. DSBSECTING THE FAITH THAT APPROACHES 
RIGHTEOUSNESS 


I am quite certain that Paul was not nearly so anxious as are 
we to show that God's righteousness is accepted through the four 
items: faith, repentence, confession, and baptism. Today we 
almost miss the glory of God's grace bestowed freely upon the 
believer by using most of our time to show the "steps" in the 
"plan."" The personal element becomes overshadowed bythe legal. 

Nevertheless, we need to realize that the faith which accepts 
Christ as personal and individual Savior is more than an acknow- 
ledgement of him, or that he can save. It is an actual reliance 
upon him-~a reliance in his appointed way. Any other reaction 
is unbelief. One must accept the ''word of faith." 

"Thy word is nigh thee, in thy mouth, and in thy heart: that is 
the word of faith, which we preach: because if thou shalt confess 
with thy mouth Jesus as Lord, and shalt believe in thy heart that 
God raised him from the dead, thou shalt be saved... For the 
scripture saith, Whosoever believeth on him shall not be put to 
shame" (Rom. 10:8-)}). 

Here we have presented what we sometimes term two "steps'' 
into Christ, but Paul could not absolutize them and entirely sep- 
arate them. Confession is nothing but faith spoken. These are 
not simply in the direction of salvation without reaching it, as 
may be clearly seen from verse ll. It may be tha‘ the faith of 
verse 9 is not the comprehensive term of verse 11; but if not, this 
is the sole occurrence of the restricted use of the term by Faul, 
and the very nature of verse 11 throws some doubt upon sucha 
conclusion. 

"Then Peter opened his mouth, and said, Of a truth i perceive 
that God is no respecter of persons: but in every nation he that 
feareth him, and worketh righteousness, is accepted with him” 
{Acts 10:34, 35). In the account of Cornelius! conversation we 
find that baptism is a partof the method by which he was reckon- 
ed righteous, the process as a whole being called repentance. 
When Peter was thoroughly convinced of the fact that God had 
accepted the Gentiles, "he commanded them to be baptized in the 
name of the Lord.'' When he related the entire matter to the 
critical Jewish brethren, they "glorified God, saying, Then hath 
God also to the Gentiles granted repentance untolife" (Acts 11:18}. 
"Eis" in these instances has exactly the same force and meaning 
that it has in Acts 2:38. 

The entire process of constituting men righteous is here de- 
Signated as repentance, which inits broadest and deepest sense 
cannot be entirely separated from faith. Nor can baptism be so 
separated. itis no "work" of faith or expression of the faith that 
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is already complete. It is faith actually reaching out and appro- 
priating the atonement, relying upon Jesus in his way. 


Baptism is also faith in visual form, setting forth man’s trust 
in the Savior, rather than in himself, showing implicit trust in 
the death, burial, and resurrection of Christ, which are symbol- 
ized by it. Jesus himself declared that the act of baptism was a 
part of God's way of bestowing righteousness. John was baptizing 
for remission of sins. Consequently, when Jesus came to him, 
he forbade him, doubting that he had sins to be forgiven. Jesus, 
however, deciared: "Suffer it to be so now: for thus it becometh 
us to fulfill all righteousness" (Matt. 3:15). He was already 
righteous; but since baptism was a partof God's means of be- 
stowing his righteousness upon men, he could say: "I must fulfiil 
all of God's way of making men righteous." 


Those who consider baptism a work of man's righteousness, a 
work of merit that will allow boasting, do not see the beauty of 
faith as it is pictured in this act of utter helplessness, reliance, 
and trust in a crucified Redeemer. Paul told Titus: "Not by works 
of righteousness which we have done (man's righteousness) but 
according to his mercy he saved us, by the washing of regenera- 
tion, and renewing of the Holy Ghost" (Tit. 3:5). This is some- 
what similar to John 3:5: "Except a man be born of water and of 
the Spirit, he cannot enter into the kingdom of God.' 


Faith, repentence, confession, and baptism are commanded in 
the "word of faith.'' Perhaps it is all right to speak of them as 
individual "steps" in a "plan"', but we must realize that this is 
not the entire truth in the matter. Not all has been heard. When 
these are considered in their fullest sense, they cannot be so 
easily distinguished, nor does Paul take apart in such fashion the 
faith that receives God's righteousness. In order to prove to the 
Galatians that they were saved by faith, rather than works, he 
points to thier baptism (Gal. 3:26,27). "You know that you put 
on Christ in baptism, and it is entirely of faith. Therefore ye 
are Children of God by faith." 


Many are concerned when we give to Faul’s language its ful! 
force in saying that men are not Justified by works. Remember- 
ing James they insist that this has nothing to say about works of 
faith. Yet it is very evident that James is showing that a Christ- 
ian's faith dies if it does not work. If one possesses the Spirit, 
he bears the fruit of the Spirit, but he cannot bear its fruit until 
the giftis bestowed. One does not have to work in order to be- 
come alive. He works only after life has been bestowed as a gift. 


End of article. G. C. Brewer comments in next issue. -—— 





16 


[- continued from page 4 | 


I, of course, regret that you felt compelled to take such an action 
which I consider to have been unscriptural in every respect. For 
example: 

i) You violated the basic Christian principle which requires you 
to talk personaliy with any person or group of persons you feel are 
acting improperty. No one from your congregation has ever com- 
municated with me or any of the elders of Central regarding any 
conduct on our part which you felt was improper. 

2) You violated clear principles of Christian ethics by committing 
an act of slander and then you complicated and magnified the act by 
communicating your slander toother congregations behind our backs. 

3) You violated your authority as elders by passing judgment ona 
congregation which God has not entrusted to your care. 

4) You violated the New Testament principle of congregational 
autonomy by passing judgment upon the elders of another congre- 
gation, 

5) You did violence to the body of Christ by attempting to set 
brother against brother, a sin that 1s condemned over and over in 
the New Testament, (And then you had the audacity to accuse us of 
dividing the Body. You, gentiemen are the dividers, not us. You 
disfellowshipped us; not we you.) 

6) You did violence to the scriptures by twisting passages out of 
context to justify your sinful action. Just consider the scriptures 
you used: 

a) Romans 16:17 & 18 - What is the "doctrine" Paul is referr- 
ing to here? In context it is obviously the doctrine he has gone to 
such pains to outline in detail in chapters 14 & 15 - namely, the 
doctrine that we are not to pass judgment on our brothers (14:10) and 
that we are not to argue with one another over matters of opinion 
(14:1 and 15:7). Im other words, the scripture you quoted condemns 
your action! 

b) II John 9 & 10-Again, what ''doctrine" is John talking about 
here? He makes it very clear in verse 7. John is attacking the phil- 
osophy of Gnosticism and its claim that Jesus was not God incarnate. 
In accordance with this statement, we at Central do not seek spiritual 
fellowship with those who deny the physical incarnation of God (as do 
the Christian Scientists). Once again, you have used a scripture 
improperly. 

c) 1 Thess. 5:21 & 22 - Again, look at the context. What evil 
is Paul primarily concerned with in the Thessalonian letters? It is 
the evil of idleness. Many of these people had evidently quit their 
jobs and were sitting around in idleness mooching off the church 
while waiting for the Lord to return. This, for example, is exactly 
what Paul is talking about in H Thess. 3:6 -as any modern translation 
will make perfectly clear. No one that I know of at the Central con- 
gregation is refusing to earn his keep, and therefore your scripture 
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ls irrelevant to our situation. I would like to suggest, however, that 
you do what Paul says in I Thess. 5:21 by applying the test we apply 
toward those we fellowship, and so far as we know, all the churches 
we are in fellowship with can pass that test. 

In view of the above considerations, I am forced to conclude that 
your action of withdrawing fellowship from the Central congregation 
and me was nothing but an un-Christian act of political maneuvering 
designed to isolate the influence of our congregation. The irony is 
that you are not walling us out; rather, you are walling yourselves 
in and therefore reducing your own influence. You cannot wall me 
out because I am determined to love you regardless of the wails you 
build. I find your action againstCentral and me to be unconscionable, 
but I have forgiven you and I have prayed that God will forgive you. 
I have also prayed that God will lead you out of the sectarian wilder - 
ness to which you have exiled yourselves into the beautiful valley of 
love and fellowship to which His Spirit cails us. 

I harbor no animosity toward you, but I do feel a sense of pity that 
you have allowed yourselves to become victims of the cultic mental- 
ity which causes you to believe that you belong to a group that hasa 
monopoly on the truth and that all "outsiders" are both dishonest 
and lost. 

I'd like to remind you gentlemen that Jesus was not crucified by 
corrupt businessmen or politicians. No, He was crucified by relig- 
lous leaders who honored and revered their own human systems and 
traditions more than they honored God. 

My ministry is devoted to doing everything I possibly can to fuifill 
the prayers of ourLord (John 17) that His followers will unite so that 
the world might believe in Him. f am, therefore, committed to 
bridge building rather than wall building. Having been raised in 
Church of Christ sectarianism, it was not easy for me to becomea 
bridge builder. I think the turning point came when my study of 
scripture brought me to the following conclusions: 

1) The only kind of brothers in Christ I have are "brothers in 
error.”’ I am one, and you are too—and so are my Presbyterian and 
Methodist and Baptist brethren. All of us who believe in Jesus are 
"brothers in error," for, again, none of us has a monopoly on all the 
truth of the Bible. 

2) Fellowship does not constitute endorsement. The fact that I 
fellowship a "brother in error'' does not mean that I endorse his 
error. It simply means that I recognize that he shares with me the 
greatest truth God has ever revealed: "Jesus is Lord" {I Cor. 12 :3). 
I have attached a copy of a letter I recently wrote to the Dallas Morn- 
ing News to illustrate my point. As you will see, the letter severely 
criticizes ''mainstream" Christian churches, some of which are 
members of the very organizations I participate in. My fellowship 
with them does not constitute endorsement of their error any more 
than their fellowship of me means that they endorse my error. 
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3) Salvation is by grace through faith in Christ rather than by 
perfect knowledge. Ido not, therefore, have to spend my life worry- 
ing about whether or not all my doctrinal positions are absolutely 
correct. For example, I don't know whether or not the Lord is going 
to reign a thousand years upon this earth. The relevant scriptures 
on this subject can honestly be interpreted several ways. So 1'm just 
not going to worry about it, and I'm certainly not going to play God 
by claiming that my opinion of the meaning of the relevant scriptures 
is the one andonly true one and that you must agree with me inorder 
to be saved. 

4) All truth is important, but it is not all equally important. Jesus 
said He is the truth (John 14:6). Whatever the truth may be about 
such things as instrumental music, the frequency of communion, and 
the nature and role of baptism, it is nothing compared to the greatest 
truth of all: that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of the Living God. When 
I encounter a person who shares the truth about Jesus; I for one 
intend to embrace that person and love him or her regardless of 
their opinions on things like the reality of the millennium or the ad- 
visability of social drinking. 

I still consider you to be my brothers in Christ because you have 
proclaimed Jesus as your Lord and Savior.I will continue to consider 
you to be my brothers inChrist as longas you remain faithful to that 
proclamation. Your sin against me has not changed my attitude 
toward you one bit. I still rejoice that we have been catled into the 
same fellowship by God. lf it should prove impossible for us to ex- 
perience that fellowship personally here on this earth, then I will 
look forward to sharing it with you in heaven when we are all given 
the mind of Christ and learn to love perfectly. 

May God bless you richly in all your efforts to serve Him that are 
in accordance with His will. - Yours in Christ (signed) David Reegan 


jronttinondttnenttinn dint indi dn dR ie nnnfinnngdf 


Some of our readers may be asiaing what good can come from 
publishing the affairs of these two congregations, and it would bea 
fair question. First of all, the matter has already become public 
brotherhood knowledge and the subject of one-sided editorializing 
in church papers. In the interest of fairness we believe the Central 
church has a right to state their case, and this is something not 
likely to be granted by our so-called "conservative" editors. It's 
Simply not company policy to "'air"' the opposing side. The readers 
with both sets of facts before them just may be tempted to make up 
their own minds, and this is something that partisan editors cannot 
afford. That must be left to the editors. And, too, Brown Trail sets 
before us a perfect example of a groupof elders who have abandoned 
"leadership"'in favor of ''dictatorship",even to attempt it over those 
outside their jurisdiction. This is the assured result when elders 
fancy themselves as having "official authority"' over the church. 
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| Editorial:| Movement? or Monument? 


taken from his Lunnenburg Letters (1837ff), written in 
defense of his statement that there were Christians among 


Quotations from Alexander Campbell in this editorial were 
| the sects. - rlk 





Today we still hear talk about a "Restoration Movement" as if 
one still existed, and I too have been guilty of speaking of it in the 
present tense. It stands to reason that when something dies it can 
no longer be spoken of as a movement because nothing is ''moving."' 
The dream persued by Alexander Campbell and others to “'unite 
Christians in all the sects" ceased to be a movement when brethren 
came to the conclusion that there were no Christians in other sects 
and when the movement first divided, some 75 years ago. From 
that point on, as suggested by Carl Ketcherside, the restoration 
movement has become a "restoration MONUMENT!" Like the 
granite slab that marks the spot of some important event, that 
glorious vision of unity conceived by our pioneer brethren is now 
memorialized only on the pages of history and in the minds of a few 
who would like to revive it. 


Since few of our brethren are students of Restoration History, 
there are relatively few within the church who even understands 
what the movement was all about, and some of those who do are not 
telling because it doesn't fit too well with contemporary Church of 
Christ orthodoxy. Contrary to what most members are told, the aim 
of the movement was NOT the "restoration of the New Testament 
church", for it was never in the minds of the restorers that the 
church didn't exist! Campbell tells what it has to mean to say that 
the N.T. church didn't exist prior to his own time: 


Therefore, for many centuries there has been no church 
of Christ, no Christians inthe world; and the promises 
concerning the everlasting kingdom of Messiah have failed, 
and the gates of hell have prevailed against the church ! 
This cannot be; and therefore there are Christians among 
the sects. 


The plea was NOY for Christians to physically leavethe sects and 
come over and “join us"', because there was no "us'' to join. They 
too belonged to the sects, and they never became a separate body 
until forced out of the sectarian churches. The plea was to tear 
down the walls erected by human creeds and "'restore" unity to the 
one body of Christ, based on the conviction that the Bible is the 
only authority in matters of faith and practice. The restorers were 
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not proselyters, because proselyting was and is another form of 
division. They preached against the things that cause division, the 
creeds which breeds sectarianism, and vice-versa. Campbell said: 


Do we, then, seek to make and lead a large exclusive sect 
or party? Have we not the means? Why then concede 
anything ~ even the bare possibility of salvation in any 
other party, if actuated by such fleshly and selfish con- 
siderations? 


When taken to task for saying there were Christians among the 
sects, Campbell replied: 


.. why should we so often have quoted and applied to apos- 
tate Christendom what the Spirit saith to saints in Babylon— 
"Come out of her, my people, that you partake not of her 
plagues"'~had we imagined that the Lord had no people 
beyond the pale of our communion? 


N. B. Hardeman (co-founder of Freed/Hardeman College) said 
about the same thing: 


I do not claim, and have never so done, that those who 
have taken no stand with denominations are the only 
Christians upon the earth; but here is the contention: 
Having simply believed and obeyed the gospel, we propose 
to be Christians only. Now, there is a wonderful difference 
between saying that we claim to be Christians only, and 
that we claim to be the only Christians (Tabernacle Ser- 
mons, Nashville, Tenn., April 1-22, 1923, p. 253). 


Even the great Hardeman would find the going rough in some of our 
churches today with this "liberal" notion. But this is not the restor- 
ation message that we hear from our pulpits and read in brother- 
hood periodicals. We have traveled far from the ideals, attitude, 
and personal convictions held and taught by our pioneers of the faith. 
Iventure to say that ninety percent of our Churches of Christ today 
would not accept Campbell, et al, as members of their churches, 
based upon what they then believed and taught. Leroy Garrett said 
in December's issue of Restoration Review: 


... there would be no way for Alexander Campbell to be 
accepted by many Churches of Christ today since he did 
not believe that baptism was absolutely essential to salva- 
tion, was not himseJf baptized for the remission of sins, 
believed there were Christians in the sects, and served 
for some sixteenyears as president of our first missionary 
society. Thomas Campbell could not be fellowshipped for 
most of the same reasons and also because he was a 
Calvinist in his theology. 





Even so, our preachers still quote the restorers to give flavor to 
their ideas—but only that part which appears to be in harmony with 
our contemporary doctrine. 


Even though the restoration ''movement" is dead in practice, its 
lofty ideal still dwells in the minds of an ever-growing minority in 
the church. As strange as it may seem, those who possess the 
dream and entertain the hope of the movement's resurrection are 
classed as liberals by those who self-style themselves as ''conser- 
vatives.'' Was Campbell liberal or conservative? Most would 
answer that he was conservative. How is it then that today when 
brethren preach exactly the same thing taught by Campbell they are 
called liberals? To me this is indicative of the confusion and mis-~ 
understanding on what the restoration movement was all about, and 
the distance we have traveled from its original aim. Norman Parks 
tad this timely comment in the November 1978 issue of Integrity. 


In the case of the Restoration Movement, its modern 
priests garnish the tombs of its earliest prophets tike 
Campbell, Stone, and Johnston, but seek to "kill" the 
living ones. The pleadings of these earlier prophets who 
stood for restoration, freedom, and fellowship are re- 
shaped to defend creedalism, conformity, and exclusivism. 
Still the contemporary Restoration Movement, with its 
encrusted traditionalism and sectarianism, is not lacking 
its modern prophets. They are being heard in spite of the 
hostile Establishment and their voices are welcomed by 
thousands yearning for the creative and prophetic spirit. 


This is an excellent summary of the general attitude pervading 
the church of our time. We reverence and pay tribute to those early 
prophets of the restoration movement but "‘stone" the latter ones 
who attempt to revive it. The feelings is that we can accept as 
harmless the shortcomings of those who initiated the movement, 
but its revival would be detrimental to our creed of isolation. 


THE SECTARIAN MIND 


Sectarianism is an attitude, a frame of mind. The sin of sect- 
arianism is not in holding to different views on doctrinal matters 
but in the attitude that says, ''my group is the only true and loyal 
group.'’ This was the sin condemned at Corinth. It should be noted 
that those who said "I am of Christ" (the "loyal" brethren) were 
condemned along with the others because their attitude was the 
same. Today we have writers/preachers who cannot use simple 
terms like brethren, Christians, or churches, but must designate 
them "sound" brethren, "true" Christians, or ‘‘loyal'’ churches. 
This is the language of sectarians, the Corinthian sin. It stands 
directly opposed to the restoration movement of bygone years, and 
it is why those years are "bygone"; they were killed by sectarians. 


4 (turn to page 18) 


The Righteousness of God 
PART 3 FINAL 


G. C. BREWER 
Editor, Gospel Advocate March 7, 1946 






Editor's Note: This is the follow-up of the article that appeared in the 
January 24, 1946 issue of Gospel Advocate by Roy Key, and which we ran 
lin the February and March issues of the Ensign Fair. 
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LETTER TO G, C. BREWER 

Olson, Texas, February 14, 1946 
Mr. G. C. Brewer. 
Dear Sir and Brother: 

I have read many of your articles in the Gospel Advocate with both 
pleasure and profit: also heard you preach at Olson and Lubbock, and liked 
your plain way of Scripture explanations. 

And now I wish you would review an article, if you do not mind, that was 
published in the Advocate of January 24 on page 74; subject, "The Right- 
eousness of God."' I think that a fine subject, and one that has been sadly 
neglected. I think it is a fine article and wel! expressed, but he has ad- 
vanced some ideas that Ihave not been accustomed to hearing. Really I 
would like to read an article from your pen on that subject. -N. F. Davis 


1, THE ARTICLE COMMENDED 


The article referred to was written by Roy Key of Juneau, Alaska. I do 
not know that I am acquainted with Brother Key, but I assume that he is one 
of the group that has recently gone to Alaska to establish the cause of 
righteousness there. If all the group are as well informed in the “word of 
righteousness" as Brother Key, we need not have any anxiety as to the 
teaching that will be done jin that mission field. The article on ''The 
Righteousness of God''is one of the best that I have ever seen on the subject. 
It is well written, and it is eminently scriptural. If there is an unscriptural 
conclusion or thought in it, I failed to see it, and I have read the article 
again after the letters about it began to come in. Brother Key shows a 
grasp on the subject that even many preachers do not seem to possess. He 
has, what I consider, a true understanding of Paul's teachings in Romans. 
I have tried to teach Romans for years, and I always tell my class to 
associate the two words "Romans" and "Righteousness.'"' Paul teaches the 
same doctrine in all his Epistles, and gives it especial emphasis in Gala- 
tians, but in Romans he goes deeper into the principles involved than in 
the other letters, Brother Key set forth the Pauline doctrine in fine form. 
I commend his article. 


2. "SOME IDEAS I HAVE NOT BEEN ACCUSTOMED TO HEARING" 


It is no matter of surprise that letters of inquiry have come in since the 
article appeared. Brother Davis says he has not been hearing these ideas 
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taught. They are new to others also. I have for years found many brethren 
who were astonished at this teaching, and I have found a few who were 
offended by it at first. Brother Key indicated in his opening sentences that 
he feared some misunderstanding. He has probably found from experience 
that such misunderstandings will follow any effort to teach the truth on this 
subject. Since Paul sets this doctrine of God's righteousness forth in such 
unmistakable terms, someone may ask why it is that these misunderstand- 
ings and questions arise; and does anyone teach a different doctrine, or is 
it Just a failure to comprehend fully and to explain clearly the teaching of 
Paul? It may well be both. It is certain that many have not grasped and 
accepted Paul's teachings; and since they do not know what he teaches, they 
will, if they teach at all on the subject, teach something that they themselves 
do not understand. Men may sometimes teach things they do not understand, 
but they will not be very successful in getting people to understand what 
they themselves do not clearly see. However, it is not that there isso 
much false teaching on the question of God's righteousness, but that there 
is a lack of true teachings that gives us concern. 


We could not say, though, that there is not some false teaching done. 
Long ago I heard a preacher, whom I respected and loved, say; "If there is 
any such a thing as imputed righteousness taught in the Bible, I have never 
seen it" (sounds familiar, rlk). Along about the same time of life I heard 
another preacher, regarded by me as a great man, Say this: 


You hear people talkof God's righteousness or Christ's righteous- 
ness being imputed to aman-of the righteousness of Christ cover- 
ing a man like a garment, etc. This is all false doctrine. The 
Bible says, ''He that doeth righteousness is righteous, even as he 
is righteous” (1 John 3:7); and David says, ''All thy commandments 
are righteousness." So you see that a man who does the com- 
mandments of God is righteous—no one else is. You can have no 
righteousness except the righteousness that you do. 


These statements impressed me, and after I began to preach I made the 
same statements and quoted the same scriptures to prove them! May the 
Lord forgive us all and let his righteousness not only supply our lack of 
righteousness, but also our lack of understanding of his word. 


I learned the truth on this point by studying Paul. I found it without help 
when I began examining Romans-~not to find something to offset what some- 
one else teaches, but to see what Romans teaches. I know other men who 
have had the same experience that I have had in this respect. 


But lest someone draw the conclusion that all our elder brethren taught 
as did the two men I have quoted, I hasten to assure all our readers that 
such was not the case. An examination of the writings of David Lipscomb, 
E.G. Sewell, James A. Harding, J.W. McGarvey, and even T.W. Caskey, 
will show that these men—and, of course, many others—Ilnew the truth on 
this great question and taught it faithfully. James A. Harding was espec- 
ially strong on this doctrine. 
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3. WHAT IS THE CAUSE OF THE MISUNDERSTANDINGS 
ON THIS DOCTRINE? 


The doctrine of God's righteousness supplied to man on account of man's 
faith—the doctrine of salvation by grace through faith—so preeminently 
scriptural, has been misapplied and abused from early ages. This per- 
verting of the "glorious gospel" began while the apostles were still living. 
We read of men who "turned the grace of God into lasciviousness" (Jude 4), 
And some argued that because we are under grace and not under law, we 
are free to sin (Rom. 6:15), Peter warned men against using our freedom 
as a Cloak of wickedness (1 Peter 2:16). 


There were some men in that day who were called "antinomians."' The 
word means "against law.'’ They taught that because we are freed from 
the law of Moses we are under no law at all; and since God is so gracious 
and forgiving, we need not fear to indulge our passions. He will forgive. 


But in our times the doctrine is abused in the following ways; 


1. Since our righteousness must be imputed or given from God be- 
cause of his love for us and mercy toward us, and not becauseof our works, 
the whole thing is unconditional. We do nothing, obey nothing—nay, we do 
not even believe anything. God makes us believers by the same gift of 
salvation or righteousness that saves us. 


2. This step comes a little nearer the truth. St teaches that salvation 
is conditional—faith is the one and only condition; that God's righteousness 
is supplied to or imputed to a man on account of his faith. {And this is the 
truth. ) But many of those who hold to this truth teach that faith excludes 
obedience; that any act of faith, baptism especially, is a work of righteous- 
ness which we do and it would, therefore, contradict Paul's teaching in 
many places (Eph. 2:9, 10; 2 Tim. 1:9,10; Titus 3:3-7). 


3. Then to refute the errors fisted here asl and2, some of us quote 
James to show that we are justified by works (James 2:24). Andwe show 
that we must obey the gospel (Rom. 6:17; 2 Thess. 1:7-10), and that we must 
work righteousness {Acts 10:35), and that we are righteous if we do right- 
eousness (1 John 3:7). 


What a sad thing it is that men cannot see that if they make James say 
that we are justified by works, using the words ‘works" and "justify" in the 
Same sense in which Paul uses them when he Says we are not justified by 
works, they make the two apostles contradict each other, and, therefore, 
one or both of them must be rejected! How pathetic it is, too, that men 
cannot see that if we live by doing the things of the gospel law we are on the 
same principle that the Jews lived upon before Christ came! There are 
two methods contrasted by Paul. Under the old, they lived by doing; under 
the new, we live by faith—not by doing; for that would be the same method. 
Read what Paul says: "Now that no man is justified by the law before God, 
is evident: for, The righteous shall live by faith; and the law is not of faith 
but, He that doeth them shall live in them (Gal. 3:41, 12}. This is about the 
worst perversion of the gospel that anyone can make. 


4. THE TRUE DOCTRINE EXPLAINED 


God's righteousness in the sense in which we are discussing it does not 
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mean God's Character: it does not have to do with his attributes. It means 
the righteousness which God requires in man—the degree of righteousness 
which man must possess in order to see God. How can man obtain this 
degree of righteousness? Can he buy it? Can he earn it? Can he achieve 
it? Can he obtain it through fraud or steal it from another? By none of 
these ways, nor by all of them together, could man become righteous in 
God's sight! How, then, can man ever be righteous? Here is the scriptural 
doctrine: God reckons, counts, a man righteous because of his faith in 
Christ! He is not righteous in his own right, but he is counted righteous, 
graded as righteous, because he believes in Christ and accepts him asa 
Savior—relies upon him, hides in him, clings to him, prays through him, 
and lives for him. His blood cleanses us, and his righteousness is im- 
puted to us and placed upon us in the same way that our sins are placed 
upon him (1 Cor. 1:30; 2 Cor. 5:21; Phil. 3:9; also read Rom. and Gal. ). 


We obtain this righteousness by faith; hence, it is called the "righteous- 
ness of faith’ (Rom. 1:17; 3:22; all of chapter 4; Phil. 3:9). 


We obey=—yes, but our obedience merits nothing, and we are not paid off 
for such acts. It is only faith expressed, faith manifested. It is faith. 
Baptism is not a work; it deserves nothing and the physical act benefits no 
one. It is the faith that is thus expressed that counts. No man who expects 
to be saved on his own morality, or his works of charity, or his lodge, or 
on anything other than Christ's own blood and righteousness will ever be 
baptized. Never: For he knows that when he is baptized he thereby ack~ 
nowledges his need of a savior, and, therefore, confesses that of himself 
he cannot be saved; that all his works and all the divices of men cannot 
save him! He is in his baptism applying unto the Lord—seeking his mercy. 
That is just the confession and the supplication we must all make. Christ 
alone can save us. Trust Him, brother. Co 
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LETTER FROM DAN OTTINGER 


In a past editorial note on ‘Bibles In Review", I made mention that bro. 
Dan Ottinger ''chewed me out"' for not reviewing the New Analytical Bible, 
and in the process I said that the NAB was an "edition" instead of a"'trans- 
lation."’ He sends this note of correction. - rlk 


Truly I was unaware I ''chewed out" bro. Kilpatrick. I thought I was very 
restrained in my review. I rejoice he concedes “that the NA Bible corrects 
{in brackets) all the errors that are found in the KJV." Bro. K. is too nice 
with that sentence. May I ask the editor what Bibles are really for except 
to study? I think it was unintentional but Iam distressed that RLK denies 
that the KJV is a translation. The same sentence also denies that the ASV 
of i901, and the RV of 1881, 85 are translations, for considerable portions 
of them are quoted in the brackets of the NAB. Bro. K. should have said I 
DISTRIBUTE the NA Bible. That means I sell, swap, give, lose, have 
stolen, and get beaten out of them. - Dan Ottinger, Nashville, Tennessee 


Editor's Comment: -Nor was I aware that I denied that the KJV, ASV, RV 
were "translations.'' But when you roll all three of these into one, it can't 
be counted as a “translation” in the normal use of the term, and fits more 
under the description of an "edition." An edition refers to the peculiar 
“form" in which a translation is printed. But we won't argue the point. mm 
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MORE ON CAMPBELL AND THE KJV 


BIBLICAL CRITICISM 


Carl Lloyd 
Albany, Oregon 


Within the last several years some brethren have been building 
up a head of steam over the issue of using the KJV to the exclusion 
of all other versions and/or translations.4 Some pulpit preachers 
have been chastised for using something other than the Authorized 
version (translation) while spealing. Other members have been 
branded as liberals because of their use of other renderings in 
classes. Is the KJV the ONLY written Word of God? Does our 
heritage as Restoration people hinge upon the KJV? Canwe, asa 
people of God, keep from splitting anew over the use of the KJV? 


Alexander Campbell edited a new translation of the Holy Scrip- 
tures from 1826-1839. Known as the "Living Oracles", this new 
Bible found harsh resentment from nearly every quarter. Why did 
Campbell produce a new iranslation? Why did he not continue to 
extoll the KJV? Let us see: 


A living language is continually changing. Like the fashions 
and customs in apparel, words and phrases, at one time 
current and fashionable, in the lapse of time become awk- 
ward and obsolete... Many of them, in a century or two, 
come to have a signification very different from that which 
was once attached to them. Nay, some are known to con- 
vey ideas not only different from, but contrary to, their 
first signification... But this constant mutation in a living 
language will probably render new translations, or cor— 
rections of old translations, necessary every two or three 
hundred years. For although the English tongue may have 
changed less during the last two hundred years than it ever 
did in the same lapse of time; yet the changes which have 
taken place since the reign of James J do now render a new 
translation necessary. For if the King’s translators had 
given a translation every way faithful and correct, in the 
language then spoken in Britain, the changes in the English 
language which have since been introduced, would render 
that translation in many instances incorrect. Z 


As can be seen from the above, Campbell sought to place a mean- 
ingfui and accurate text into the hands of thecommonman. This, 


by the way, is the same sentiment held by nearly every Bible 
translator. 


St. Jerome inA. D. 382 translated the Holy Writ into what is 
known today as the "Latin Vulgate'". He wrote concerning this task: 


The labor is one of love, but at the same time both perilous 
and presumptuous; for in judging others I must be content 
to be judged by all... Is there a man, learned or unlearned 
who will not, when he takes the volume into his hands, and 
perceives that what he reads does not suit his settled 
tastes, break out immediately into violent language, and 
call me a forger anda profane person for having the 
audacity to add anything to the ancient books, or to make 
any change or corrections therein? 


John Wycliffe also made a translation in the tongue of the people. 
After being condemned by the Church he suffered several strokes 
and died December 29, 1384. In February, 1413, the Lateran decree 
ordered his books to be burned. In 1429 his bones were dug up, 
burned, and scattered into the Swift River. He was thought of not 
as the people's defender. Those who feared him most said he was 
an instrument of the devil, an enemy of the Church, an author of 
confusion, an image of hypocrites, anidol of heretics, an author of 
schisms, the sower of hatred, and acoiner of lies. 4 Today we 
merely call such "liberals"! 


Another sage, William Tyndale, was executed for printing the 
New Testament in English. In 1536 he was kidnapped, sent to 
Antwerpt where he was imprisoned at Vilvorde in Flanders, and 
later found guilty of heresy". He was burned at the stake on Oct- 
ober Bs. 1536, while crying aloud, ''Lord, open the King of England's 
eyes." 


When in 1604 James I was having trouble making a peaceful trans- 
ition into his reign, he sought to "calm the natives" with a new 
translation. James I, having been raised to believe that "'the king 
was appointed by God and had a divine right to rule" 5 the people, 
set out to use his forthcoming translation as a means to gain a 
strong foothold over his subjects. Thus, the KJV, as it emerged in 
1611, met strong opposition from the folk who were comfortable with 
the English Bible, the Bishop's Bible and/or the Geneva Bible. 


From the short summaries above it can be noted that even the 
beloved KJV, when first introduced, was commonly held as a 
"heretical writing". Historically, every time anyone {even Alex- 
ander Campbell!) introduced a new versionfranslation, the clergy 
and laity alike wholeheartedly attacked such. Shouldn't we learn 
from history ? 


After the "Living Oracles" came off the press much resentmeni 
arose: 


I subscribed for Mr. Campbell's Testament, and received 
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it, paid $175 for it, kept it five or six months and com- 
pared it carefully with the one which [| have loved ever 
since I was 13 years old. On the first reading I condemned 
it, but let it remain in my house some two or three months; 
then tried it again (prayed to God ten days to know what to 
do with it), and condemned it and burnt it. * 


To such Alexander Campbell replied: 


He compared it carefully with the common version! Yet it 
is believed that he could not tell the nominative case to a 
verb, not the antecedent to a relative, to save himself 
from the Spanish inquisition. He is regenerated, and 
prayed “ten days" for light on the subject? ? — Criticism 
avaunt! This defies you! 8 


In reference to the same incident a writer told Campbell: 


The man who could burn the New Testament after a prayer 
of the enormous length of "ten days", when in so good a 
frame of mind, certainly wanted nothing but the sanction of 
the law to burn the editor!" 


Is it too much to dare think that some who object so strongly to 


the disuse of the KJV today are actually thirsting to burn their 


brothers and sisters for using “newer"versions!? Have we changed 


at all in the last 150 years? 


The greatest argument ever put forth against the "Living Oracles" 
was that they were not the Word of God. A Baptist preacher, John 
Smith, came to Campbell's defense in 1826. John Williams pictures 


the following scene of that defense: 


On Monday the complaints were taken upformally. The 
opponents of Smith contended that the new translation was 
not the Word of God. The moderator called someone to 
preside and he himself took the floor. He also commended 
Elder Waller for burning it. After defending himself in 
general, Smith raised the question with an elder as to 
whether or not the KJV were the enly Word of God. When 
the elder answered that it was, but admitted that he did not 
know when it was translated, Smith informed him of the 
date and demanded to know if the elder believed that God 
had left the world without his Word for fifteen hundred 
years until the transiation of the King James Version. He 
also asked whether the elder believed that even now the 
Dutch and others who could not read the common English 
version were without God's Word. The whole matter was 
finally carried over for another year. 19 


Another matter for which Campbell's new Bible suffered criticism 
was over the use of textual criticism. The same argument today is 
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used by those who defiantly defend the KJV against "heresy."' One 
of the greatest gifts Campbell ever gave to the Restoration Move- 
ment was his concept of accurate Bible translation. These precepts 
are devotedly adhered to by nearly every pulpit preacher in the 
brotherhood(s). It is unfortunate, therefore, that even today some 
brethren would ''mark" our brother, Alexander, as a heretic for his 
textual critiques. 


Let just a few examples suffice: Campbell rejected the term 
"God" when used in Acts 20:28 in reference to "God's blood". He 
wrote: ''the blood of God never occurs in the Scriptures and expres- 
ses a sentiment incompatible with all notions of God".!! In his 
search to display the Scriptures in biblical rather than in theological 
terms he translated baptizo as "immerse" (not baptize or sprinkle), 
ekklesia as "congregation" (not church), angellos as "messenger" 
Caot angel), aides as "hades" (not hell), grace as "favor", and 
ghost as "'spirit’. Campbell also listed as spurious, or rejected 
entirely, many passages. For instance, John 7:53-8:11 he rejected 
completely. Matthew 6:13b, 27:35b, 20:22, Mark 13:14, Luke 9:56, 
17:36, Acts 8:37, Romans 8:1, 16:25-27, Col. 1:14, I John 5:7, and 
Revelations 1:11 he marked as spurious. In fact, fifty passages in 
Revelations he marked as spurious. !2 Campbell even rearranged 
Romans 1:17 and Heb. 10:38 to read, ‘the just by faith, shall live." 


Campbell's version was not rejected so much because it wasn't 
the Word of God but rather because it was not publicly held as a 
standard by which to gauge all doctrinal questions. Such happens 
to be the same case for brethren today who have fire in their eyes 
over the use of so-called "liberal" translations. 


What does all this mean for folks struggling to maintain unity ? 
First of all, change is slow. Every 'newness"', whether a change 
in the hour of meeting, order of ''services"’, or a new Bible scares 
souls. Secondly, fellowship in unity does not depend upon which 
translation one reads. Rather, it depends upon Who we see the 
translation pointing to (John 5:39). Thirdly, names such a liberal 
and heretic rarely mean anything. They are merely emotional 
outcries for help and understanding. Objective and rational know- 
ledge can often aid one to overcome his fears. Finally, folk always 
rally aro:md the object they love, whether it be the KJV, Alexander 
Campbell, immersion, or their own name. Let's all rally around 
Jesus. He is UNITY. ea 


1 A version is a composition taken from the original language. A 
translation is a composition taken from one language to another. 
Thus, the KJ is a translation. 


2 The Sacred Writings, 1826 
(turn to bottom of page 15) 
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GALATIANS 2:14-21 


AN UNGOSPEL DRAMA 


Michael Hall 


Caruthersville, Missouri 


Our conduct in the world communicates whether the Good-News 
is experienced as gospel or ungospel. It is a frightening possibility 
that the way we behave in our societal relationships is "not uprightly 
according to the truth of the godspel” (Gal. 2:14). 


Paul related a drama of hypocrisy in Galatians Two to defend his 
Good-News ministry of liberation (2:11-14). The drama concerned 
Peter and his act of segregation at Antioch. Prior to that, Peter 
associated with the non-Jewish brothers and expressed no hangups 
that they had to obey God's commands in the older testament as the 
Jewish churches did. He granted them the freedom to be Gentile 
Christians. There was no culturization in terms of Jewish life-style 
that Peter demanded for fellowship. He shared table -fellowship 
with them unconditionally. 


Then some big shots from the Jerusalem church (who apparently 
carried a lot of weight) dropped in for a visit. Peter segregated 
himself. He withdrew from the Gentile brothers and treated them 
as if they were second-class. ‘He was afraid of the advocates of 
circumcision" (2:12, NEB). 


Peter ‘'dissemulated.*' He played a role, was hypocritical. He 
really didn't believe in segregation. God previously had convinced 
him that non-Jewish people could be saved by His grace solely 
through trusting in Jesus (Acts 15:7-11). But now, Peter failed to 
live up to his own convictions. He ‘'played false" and held aloof. 
‘The other Jewish Christians showed the same lack of principle; 
even Barnabas was carried away and played false like the rest" 
(2:13, NEB). 


That's when Paul stood up and confronted Peter to the face. 
Peter “'was to be blamed."' He was at fault. He "walked not up— 
rightly according to the truth of the Good-News" (2:11, 14). Paul 
observed that his ''conduct did not square with the truth of the 
gospel"', whereupon he kindly challenged Peter about his ungospel 
behavior and the devastating implications it suggested. 


PRINCIPLES FOR DISCIPLE-LIVING 


This scenario is pregnant with principles for disciples to live by. 
For instance, it underscores that THE WAY WE LIVE witnesses to 
or denies our faith. Peter's act of segregation denied what He 
stood for and taught. The truth of Good-News must be correlated 
with Good-News living (Phil. 1:27). Are we living Good -News ? 
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Another significant observation concerns the handling of the 
matter. Paul didn't start a publication and denounce Peter. He 
didn't decide to appoint himself guardian of the brotherhood and 
start a witch~hunt to oust every legalist and segregationist in the 
church. And in those days there were plenty for that was a big 
issue! 


Even though the issue pivoted around the very "truth of the Good- 
News", Paul treated Peter like a brother. He dealt kindly, made 
no wild accusations and HE WON HIS BROTHER. Peter knew Paul 
was right. Apparently, Peter didn't feel the need to be defensive. 
He hadn't been backed into a corner. Paul apparently didn't yap 
and bark until he got Peter up a tree and out on a limb. The matter 
was handled quickly and cleanly. No mess. Paul simply reminded 
Peter of his own principles and teachings. 


DOCTRINAL IMPLICATIONS 


Here is Pauline theology, consequential implications derived 
from "the truth of the Good-News" (2:15-21). Implication #1. We 
are saved by trusting in Jesus, not in obeying the law. "We know 
no man is ever justified by doing what the law demands, but only 
through faith of Christ Jesus..." (2:15-16, NEB). There's one 
method and one method alone whereby we can be "put right-with-~ 
God" and that's by putting our confidence in Jesus and what He 
accomplished in His redemptive enterprise. Nobody earns the right 
to that relationship. Nobody gets there on their own. It's a gift. 


Law doesn't justify anybody. There's never been a law which 
could bestow life (3:21). That's because the law discovers its weak- 


or "in the flesh.'' Human nature forbids perfect obedience (Rom. 
8:3), 


Implication #2. Being right -with-God does not mean sinless 
perfection. We often discover ourselves sinners while we are ex- 
periencing justification by Christ. "If now, in seeking to be justified 
in Christ, we ourselves no less than the Gentiles turn out to be 
sinners against the law, does that mean Christ is an abettor of sin? 
No, never" (2:17, NEB). To be justified doesn't mean that we are 
incapable of sinning. It means that we're declared not guilty. This 


grace-event is “in Christ." There He justifies "the ungodly" (Rom. 
4:5). 


Implication #3. Whenever anybody attempts to rebuild a legal 
system whereby one is put right-with-God by means of law obedi- 
ence, he violates law (2:18). He becomes a transgressor of what 
law is all about. Law was never designed to save, but to point to 
the Savior. The function of law was to guide us, direct us, and 
underscore sin (Gal. 3). 


Implication #4. Law's hold and condemnation of me is broken 
through my acceptance of the cross-experience of Jesus (2:19-20). 
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I am dead (crucified) to the Law by my identification with Jesus. 
Law brought me to Jesus (it was my schoolmaster). Consequently. 
"through the law''I am now "dead to the law" (e.g. 3:23-24). The 
law is no ionger alive to me to condemn me. It's been fulfilled, 
perfectly, by my stand~in. 


Implication #5. While I'm dead to jaw, I am also alive to God. 
The new relationship is more than a negation, it is something 
positive. Jesus now is free to live His style and kind of life within 
my bodily existence (2:20). I am under grace. Iam truly ALIVE. 


The Good-News life is lived by accepting this gift of grace. To 
do otherwise is to "frustrate" (negate, nullify) God's grace. "If 
being put right-vith-God came by law, then Christ died for nothing" 
(2:21, NEB). Grace and depending on obeying the law are contrasted. 
There can be no peaceful co-existence between grace and law. We 
are either innocent before God because we've made it on our own 
and have become innately righteous or because He declares that we 
are innocent by making Jesus guilty for our sins (II Cor. 5:21). 
Christianity cannot be a modified form of legalism. If obedience to 
God's laws can put us right, then Jesus died in vain. It nullifies 
the purpose, effect andrationaleforthe cross. Preaching the cross 
then is antithetical to legalism. (1 
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Koger Kossiter J 0 Y | 


150 S. Blackburn Rd. 
_Athens, OH 45701 


Being a child of God is the most wonderful thing in the world. 
Too often we tend to be negative and talk only of sadness. As God's 
Redeemed, I believe we should accentuate the positive, and let our 
lives be filled with joy. This is my testimony. My life is full and_ 
joy is mine. 

I have joy because of Jesus! I praise the Father because I’m so 
happy. At times, such a wonderful exuberant emotion fills my 
breast, I’m certain I'll teave the ground and float away. Some 
would call this emotionalism. I call it GOOD NEWSISM! Jesus 
fills my mind, heart and soul. He enriches my life and gives it 
meaning. He's the Good News of my thoughts and actions. He turns 
the bad news of my failures into good news successes. I can't love 
and speak of Him enough. The angel said, "I bring you good news 
of great joy that will be for all the people’ (Luke 2:10). That angel 
was "'sure talkin’ true’’. Jesus finished His message on the mountain 
and the people were amazed at his originality and independence 
(Matt. 5-7). He asked the disciples who they thought he was. Peter 
blurted out, 'You are the Christ, the Son of the Living God" (Matt. 
16:16). Jesus went from city to city doing His great works. His 
reputation rapidly spread everywhere! (Mark 1:28). He calmed the 
sea with a word. His disciples were stunned, and said, ‘Who can 
this be?’' (Mark 4:35-41). The Sanhedrin sent the temple guards to 
capture Jesus. They came back without him, and said, ‘No one 
ever spoke the way this man does"' (John 7:46). Jesus claimed to 
be greater than the temple, Jonah, Solomon, Jacob and Abraham. 
He said, I'm the Way, the Truth, the Life, the Light of the world, 
the Living Water, andthe Bread of Life. Jesus fills my life and 
gives me joy. 


I have joy because I'm redeemed! Iwas sad but now I'm happy, 
wicked but now I'm righteous, empty but now I'm full, lost but now 
I'm found, condemned but now I'm redeemed. Paul tells me, 'In 
him I have redemption through his blood, the forgiveness of sins, 
in accordance with the riches of God's grace" (Eph. 1:7). Imagine 
that. God wanted me to be forgiven for having gone against Him. 
It's because of His graciousness, i.e., His kindness that I even had 
a chance. And Jesus, praise Him, He went all out to pay His own 
blood to redeem me. I can never pay Him back for that. I'll just 
love and serve Him until I can lay down at His feet in heaven. My 
life is full and joy is mine. 
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I have joy because of the word. My Father knew how much en- 
couragement I'd need, so He gave His word. It's a guiding lamp 
and a shining light (Ps. 119:105). It gives me many hours of sheer 
pleasure. I love to read it and dig into it’s precious meanings. It 
gives me strength. It's one reason my life is so full, and joy is 
mine. 

I have joy because of my brothers and sisters in Christ. Some- 
times I don't understand them, or agree with them. But I thank my 
Father for them. They help me enjoy life, and sometimes, they 
humble me. I laugh with them, share with them, and sometimes 
cry with them. Together we face many challenges. Sometimes I 
get them over the rough spots, but sometimes they pick me up and 
brush away the tears. I don't know what I'd do without them. I 
guess my Father knew that. My life is full and joy is mine. 

I have joy because of my wife and two sons. How can I tell you 
what it means to have a good Christian woman to share life with? 
God has blessed me here. I get angry and raise my voice; she has 
to calm me. I love her, but sometimes I don't realize how much 
until I'm away from home for a few days, or she's gone for a few 
hours. How canI make you understand the precious moments my 
little boys give me? They make funny faces and laugh a lot. Some- 
times I spank them for something they didn't do; then I ask their 
forgiveness. They give it. I say "dummy" to my car, and they tell 
me, ‘Daddy don't say dummy!“ That's what I taught them. They 
go to bed, and I sit staring at their toys and clothes strung every- 
where. I praise God because he's filling my life so full, and giving 
my life such joy. 

I have joy because I have good health. I love to walk, feel, talk, 
see, hear and smell. I know everybody can't, and my heart goes 
out to them. I know people who're in wheel chairs who complain 
less thanI do. ThenI ask God to forgive me. I loveto jog. Since 
I started doing this, I've thought more about the blessing of health. 
I visit hospitals, mental wards and nursing homes. Outside I smile 
and try to cheer the patients; inside I hurt. Could my life be fuller ? 
Could I ask for more joy? 

I have joy because of this beautiful world. Jesus said the meek 
would inherit the earth (Matt. 5). How? Certainly not getting aplot 
in the afterlife. It's right now. Those of a meek spirit are able to 
enjoy the beauties of this earth. I love all the wonderful forms of 
life; plant, animal and human. In the Spring I thrive on the fresh- 
ness of everything. Sweet flowers in their many arrays of colors 
thrill my heart. A cool breeze gently brushes the green trees, and 
I praise the Father. A storm blows up, pelting the ground with 
rain, flashing lightening across the sky and rumbling thunder 
through the air. I think of Moses speaking to God on Mt. Sinai. 
Nature makes it's cycle every year, producing the necessary 
vegetables, fruit and fresh meat. My heart dances across this 
beautiful spectrum, the world. My life is full and joy is mine. @ 
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(EDITORIAL- from page 4) 


ISOLATIONISM 


In past issues of the Ensign Fair we have said much about ex- 
clusivism, and usually when one speaks in this vein he is immedi- 
ately categorized as "liberal." (It is becoming dangerous for 
preachers to preach too hard on sectarianism lest he acquire the 
tag of liberal; and the preacher who uses the word "grace" too often 
in one sermon places his job in jeopardy.) In the November issue 
of Marvin Bryant's "Restoration Leadership Ministry", he reported 
an incident which fairly well confirms all that we have said about 
the sin of exclusivism (another word for "isolationism)—not that he 
was making any attempt to prove the Ensign Fair correct; he simply 
stated a truth that had become obvious to him. The report concern- 
ed Al Zaiser, a brother who sells ''Preacher Insurance" to preach- 
ers of all denominations. Bryant wrote: 


In cailing on preachers every day, he is constantly being 
asked about his religious affiliation. When he tells them 
that he is now a part of the Churches of Christ, he always 
gets the same reaction from every preacher. They see us 
aS a Separatist group who stays off in a corner to ourselves 
and apparently want nothing to do with anyone else because 
of our failure to get out and be involved in the community 
and the religious world of which they are a part. 


He couldn't have stated it better! Brethren, this kind of image is 
the assured result of ''separatism'. This is how the religious world 
sees us, the very world which we supposedly non-sectarians are 
supposed to influence. We should no longer condemn the Catholic 
monk who hides himself from the world in his monastary. We do 
the same thing when we draw our "patterned" curtain around us 
and isolate ourselves from the everyday affairs of secular and 
religious life in the community. Salt in the box, brethren, is not 
likely to save or flavor anything. Bryant concludes with this well- 
spoken admonition: 


May God forbid that we ever be looked upon by our relig- 
ious neighbors as separatists and isolationists who stay 
to themselves because we care nothing for others and we 
have nothing religiously to share or offer. 


Ah, ‘tis true, though, bro. Bryant; you see, our philosophy is that 
when we "mingle" with the world we become "partakers of their 
evil deeds. '' So to prevent such contamination we sanction our 
withdrawal with the scripture, "Come ye out from among them..." 
never mind that the interpretation placed upon it conflicts with "ye 
are the light of the world"; and it is "among them" that our lights 
are to shine. 


The truth is, we are not lights in the world nor are we the salt 
of the earth! We are “lights” only in our pulpits (monastaries) . 
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Our ''salt'’ is sprinkled only on our own members to save them from 
the liberals, and our "flavoring" consists in the gathering of our 
brotherhood celebrities at annual lectureships. 


No religious group that withdraws itself from the world can be 
the light of the world. Exclusivism puts the light under a bushel 
and is soundly condemned in scripture. Our ministry is no longer 
an "outreach" into the world to bring sinners to Christ, but an 
enveloping of ourselves with ourselves and for ourselves, hoping 
to maintain our traditional orthodoxy by "preaching the gospel" to 
our own brotherhood. The excitement created at our annual affairs, 
called campaigns" and "lectureships," gives our docile members 
the impression that the church is on fire and is really ministering 
to the lost. But it is only a "created" impression. We are not 
ministering to the lost except in osolated cases. The fervor gener- 
ated at our special gatherings makes no lasting impression on our 
preachers (or members), for as soon as they return home and 
settle into the weekly routine of berating the members for not work- 
ing, the zeal wears off. When will preachers understand that our 
members will DO what they are supposed to DO only when they 
learn to appreciate what has been DONE for them! ? Hearing suc- 
cess storiesat lectureships is more likely tocreate se]f-satisfaction 
than the motivation to work; and neither will the preaching of 
"duties'’ and "obligations" provide the incentive. Only when mem- 
bers are made to realize that they are sinners and of themselves 
of little worth, and that only the grace of God saves them through 
the perpetual atoning blood of Jesus, only then, preachers, will our 
brethren be what they are supposed to be and do what they are 
supposed to do; and even then, not out of expectation of some re~ 
ward, but out of sheer appreciation for what Christ has done for 
them. When the "doing and dying"' of Christ becomes the central 
theme in preaching, and when man (the creature) is dethroned and 
Christ (the Creator) is seated in His proper place, only then will 
we see a Change in the 90:10 involvement ratio. All the chastise- 
ment, ranting and raving, petting and coddling, begging and pleading 
in the world won't affect the slightest change in our membership 
until Christ becomes seated on the throne of human hearts. Then 
will brethren be motivated to "do''.. Then will we enter the world 
of Satan to provide light and salvation to the straying masses. When 
Christians live before the world as true worshippers, then will the 
sinners take notice, but not before. 


Brethren there is indeed an enemy, and that enemy is Satan. But 
he is out there in the world and not here in the church~—except as he 
is manifested in laziness, apathy, intolerance, and self-righteous~ 
ness, and as he is seen in partyisms that cause division. On these 
manifestations let brethren wage war if war is to be fought in the 
church. Then will the restoration movement arise from the dead. 
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